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In today’s globalized business world enterprises face increasing competition and 
accompanying internal and external threats that challenge their enterprise strategies. Multiple 
examples of enterprises show that long-lasting strategies need to be progressively overworked 
in order to secure competitiveness. One key for long-term competitiveness seems to lie in the 
ability to find a reasonable ratio of strategic stability and change. Neglecting the tension of 
strategic stability and change can have fatal consequences. 
Strategic management research increasingly focuses on this challenge. Lately research on 
ambidexterity and dynamic capability attempts to explain the underlying issues of proactively 
balancing strategic tensions in dynamic markets. Yet, there remain a couple of questions that 
– unanswered – limit the explanatory power of recent research models. Because of conceptual 
ambiguities around the concepts of ambidexterity and dynamic capabilities, until now it 
remains unclear how a balance between strategic stability and change is reached and 
managed, and how the underlying strategic decision and strategic management processes at 
the organizational level look like.   
To address these open issues, this work develops an alternative framework of strategic 
ambidexterity. It is defined as a deliberate mechanism to detect, monitor, steer, coordinate and 
balance stability and change of the enterprise strategy. It argues that enterprises do not deal 
with strategic stability and change accidently. Quite on the contrary, the enterprises’ key 
actors are aware of this challenge and have a mechanism in place that allows them to 
deliberately and continuously employ the right ratio of strategic stability and change. This 
deliberate mechanism is assumed to create performance differences. High-performing 
enterprises have a particular setting of the mechanism that distinguishes them from low-
performing peers and that secures their long-term competitiveness.  
In order to empirically test the mechanism a qualitative comparative analysis (QCA) using a 
sample of 74 mechanical engineering enterprises is performed. As will be shown there are in 
fact differences between high and low-performing enterprises. The strategic behavior of high-
performing enterprises can be classified as Guided Long-Term Inclusive Planning (GLTIP). 
This work adds new knowledge to the research on ambidexterity and dynamic capabilities and 
also contributes to the methodological discussion on the analysis of sustainable competitive 
advantage in today’s globalized and dynamic markets.  
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1. Introduction 
The business world is changing fast. During the last 20 years the competitive environment for 
enterprises has become more complex, globalized, fast moving and dynamic. Enterprise 
strategies and business models that have worked for decades are threatened by new challenges 
such as globalization, higher competition, more intense information flows, and faster 
innovation and production cycles. As a consequence enterprises increasingly need to deal 
with the tension of keeping a well-working strategy stable as long as it makes sense, and not 
missing the right moment to introduce necessary changes to the enterprise strategy. While 
numerous positive examples show that the right balance of strategic stability and change can 
result in long-term competitiveness, other negative examples exemplify that neglecting these 
challenges can have fatal consequences. The core question is how do enterprises deal with this 
in order to secure and strengthen their long-term competitiveness.  
1.1 Research problem and objective of this thesis 
A deliberate treatment of the tension between strategic stability and change seems to make a 
difference in long-term competitiveness. Thriving enterprises are aware of the necessity to 
deal with this, while those that fail seem to underestimate this challenge. For instance, the 
German automobile producer Mercedes-Benz had realized in the early 1990s that a focus on 
upper class premium cars exclusively produced in Germany had reached certain saturation. In 
the meanwhile the number of car producers had increased. The company’s decision to invest 
in production sites abroad also facilitated a strategic shift in the product and market segment 
with a stronger differentiation into the premium car middle class segment. This in turn had a 
positive effect on the strategic agility and the innovative capacities of Mercedes-Benz (Pries, 
2000; Lamparter, 2014). A similar case is the Dutch producer of navigation systems TomTom. 
The company faced increasing competition and diminishing sales in its core product segment 
of car navigation systems. After having realized this threat, TomTom used its core product for 
other market segments, e.g. for the fleet management in the business sector which resulted in 
a significant increase of market share in this segment (Hofer, 2007; TomTom, 2014). Both 
examples show that enterprises that find a certain ratio of strategic stability (e.g. the core 
business model as a starting point) and change (e.g. product-market diversification) can 
defend and strengthen their competitiveness. Recent market reports show that Mercedes-Benz 
and TomTom have kept and expanded their competitive position for more than 20 years now 
(Nowak, 2014; TomTom, 2014). 
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A contrasting example is the German light technology producer Osram. Together with its 
Europe-based competitor Philips it had been dominating the market for conventional light 
bulbs for decades. However, the ban of light bulbs within the European Union as well as the 
introduction of the energy-saving LED technology has led to increased competition from 
Asia. Recently, Osram announced a reduction of 7.800 jobs (Dohmen et al., 2014). While 
Osram tries to overcome recent obstacles with a new LED-based niche strategy in the 
automobile sector, its competitor Philips comprises the recent market trends by approaching 
various new markets simultaneously (ibid.). Similarly, the German energy provider RWE is 
seeking a new strategy, after the political decision on the “energy revolution” in Germany hit 
the company hard. In 2013 RWE was in the red for the first time in 60 years. In an attempt to 
overcome its dependency on fossil-based energy production it tries to establish a new 
business model around the “intelligent energy house” (Friedrich, 2014). In a similar vein, the 
German drug store chain Schlecker had neglected several trends in the industry with new 
competitors entering the market. A lack of own brand production of organic and non-organic 
products, an unclear customer focus, and inadequate employee integration led to strategic 
inertia of Schlecker in 2012 (Susenberger, 2012). All three examples show that holding on to 
a strategy without adapting it to new competitive circumstances can result in fatal 
consequences. Osram, RWE and Schlecker had been dominating their respective markets for 
quite some time before they saw setbacks or failed.  
Research on high-performing enterprises points in a similar direction: Collins & Hansen 
(2011) or Simon (2012) report that high performers more often find and hold the right balance 
between strategic stability and change. Researchers of Gazelles and Born Global enterprises 
latterly underline the necessity for flexible strategic adjustments in dynamic environments 
(Gabrielsson et al., 2008; Janczak & Bares, 2010; Parker et al., 2010; Prange & Verdier, 
2011). The German industry association for mechanical engineering VDMA has recently 
published a study where it sees a major future challenge for companies to find a proper 
balance between high-quality and upscale products and accompanying alternative business 
models along low price segments. Although Germany’s mechanical engineering enterprises 
still have a strong competitive advantage with high-quality products, they need to react to 
rising competition from Asia, Europe and the USA with alternative strategic approaches 
(VDMA & McKinsey, 2014).    
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While these examples indicate that a deliberate treatment of strategic stability and change 
influences the long-term competitiveness of enterprises, research so far runs short on 
explaining how enterprises actually achieve, manage and balance strategic stability and 
change. Although research on the characteristics of successful, high performing enterprises, as 
well as research on sustainable competitive advantage does increasingly point to a deliberate 
treatment of tensions of enterprises in highly dynamic markets, the issue of underlying 
strategic management processes that are needed to deal with stability and change is not fully 
addressed.  
Lately research on ambidexterity and dynamic capabilities comes closest to conceptualizing 
how enterprises deal with strategic stability and change. Ambidexterity
1
 (Tushman & 
O’Reilly, 1996) describes how enterprises can overcome and deal with tensions such as the 
utilization of existing products vs. the development of new products, core business vs. 
diversification, local vs. global customer domain, cost-efficiency vs. differentiation, 
centralized vs. decentralized organization forms, extrinsic vs. intrinsic motivation patterns, or 
top-down vs. bottom-up decision processes (for a comprehensive review see Biloslavo et al., 
2013). Dynamic capabilities (Teece et al., 1997; Teece, 2007) are routine activities in 
enterprises that have the core function of controlling competitive chances and challenges in 
the dynamic environment. Both, ambidexterity and dynamic capabilities underline the 
multidimensionality and complexity of sustainable competitive advantage. Key to 
competitiveness is the ability of enterprises to proactively engage in highly dynamic markets 
and to handle the tensions that dynamic markets create. The latest stage of research merges 
both concepts: solutions identified by ambidexterity research are understood as a dynamic 
capability (O’Reilly & Tushman, 2008; Simsek, 2009; Raisch et al., 2009; Jansen et al., 2012; 
Turner & Lee-Kelley, 2012; Klarner & Raisch, 2013).  
However, while both concepts are promising in uncovering key issues of sustainable 
competitive advantages in today’s highly dynamic markets, there are several shortcomings 
that – unaddressed – limit its explanatory power: ambidexterity and dynamic capabilities are 
not yet coherently defined, understood and empirically validated. Both concepts have been 
developed during the past 20 years and have seen a tremendous increase of applications in 
various levels of research. However, conceptual and methodological inconsistencies make it 
                                                          
1
 Latin ambi: both, dexter: favorable; was first introduced by Duncan (1976) for choosing between dual enterprise 
structures 
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challenging to use both concepts coherently for a discussion of strategic stability and change. 
So far, the main focus lies at the what, when and why of tensions. It is assumed that different 
units in the enterprise successfully deal with tensions. However, we do not know exactly how 
this is done, and what the underlying strategic decision and management processes at the 
organizational level look like.   
Therefore, this study investigates how enterprises steer and manage strategic stability and 
change. To do so, it discusses and analyzes if there is an underlying mechanism for balancing 
strategic stability and change. It develops an alternative concept, called strategic 
ambidexterity, defined as a deliberate mechanism in an enterprise to detect, monitor, steer, 
coordinate and balance stability and change of the enterprise strategy. It combines different 
levels of the enterprise organization with different strategic decision making and strategic 
management processes such as analyzing, formulating, implementing, controlling and 
evaluating a strategy under dynamic circumstances. It describes how key actors in an 
enterprise interact within the mechanism of strategic ambidexterity. The term mechanism 
refers to a conscious and deliberate system and should not be confused with mechanistic 
organization structures per se.  
I argue that high-performing enterprises do not deal with strategic stability and change 
accidently. Quite on the contrary, I assume that they proactively prevent their high-
performing core business model from radical changes by establishing a mechanism that 
allows them to consciously and continuously detect changes and proactively include such 
changes at strategic and organizational level. However, this does not imply that a business 
model is continuously and progressively updated. It rather means that some elements, such as 
core responsibilities, operating principles, or quality standards may remain stable as long as 
possible, while other elements may be encouraged to be more flexible in order to defend the 
core business model, e.g. monitoring activities, strategic alternatives, vertical integration 
activities, innovation and so forth.  
In this regard, the enterprise strategy as an important long-term orientation for the enterprise 
has not been coherently used in ambidexterity and dynamic capabilities research. This is 
striking because enterprise strategies formulate overall objectives and purposes of the 
enterprise and purport the direction how these objectives can be reached now and in the future 
(Mintzberg et al., 2003). A decision at the strategic level of an enterprise ultimately influences 
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all other components of an enterprise. It serves as a guideline, based on business objectives 
and values which drive all other factors like resources, capabilities, personnel etc. 
Consequently, the underlying processes of steering strategic stability and change should 
receive a stronger focus in order to overcome recent obstacles in research as outlined above. 
There are good reasons why a discussion about enterprise tensions should be at the highest 
possible organizational level of the enterprises where the overall aim and value of the 
organization is constantly defined and coordinated. Changes in the strategy and business 
model have an influence on resources, personnel, culture and so on. Consequently – if well 
developed – strategic ambidexterity may be a key source for high economic performance and 
long-term competitiveness. Insights into the mechanism, e.g. how managers steer and control 
strategic stability and change in enterprises may get researchers closer to the answer what 
makes enterprises high performers over a long period of time. 
Therefore, the stability and change of enterprise strategies and the underlying management 
and organizational issues will be in the focus of this work. In this regard, the wording stability 
and change will be treated along the entire work as strategic stability and change. Stability 
means that a strategy is stable over a long period of time, while changes occur when a strategy 
is over-worked or revamped. Once a strategy changes, it may influence all other components 
like values, resources, personnel, capabilities etc. As will be shown throughout this work, the 
decision to lift the discussion of enterprise tension to the level of strategy and strategic 
management is one possible way to overcome and curtail the recent fragmentation and 
complexity of the issue. This leads to the research questions of this thesis: 
1. Is there a deliberate mechanism for managing stability and change of the enterprise 
strategy? 
2. How does such a mechanism look like and how is it anchored in the enterprise? 
3. What are the differences between high and low-performing enterprises regarding such 
a mechanism? 
The aim of this study is to develop the mechanism of strategic ambidexterity and empirically 
test it for different performance groups. The link to performance is made with a comparative, 
configurational research design. In order to follow recent calls on multidisciplinary empirical 
approaches, I conduct a Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA: Ragin, 1987) that has not 
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yet been performed in such a context. QCA works with a medium-N sample of cases. Being 
situated between qualitative case-studies and quantitative research it has several advantages at 
this stage of research. Above all, it is well-suited to discuss and fine-tune complex 
frameworks in a configurational manner in order to find similarities and differences between 
different performance settings. I test my framework using a sample of 74 mechanical 
engineering enterprises in Germany on two different outcomes: enterprise performance and 
strategic stability. The fact that 62 out of 74 enterprises were interested in the results of the 
study indicates that managing strategic stability and change seems to hit a nerve in 
enterprises’ daily practices.  
Results show that there are in fact differences between different performance and stability 
groups. The particular strategic behavior that differentiates high from low-performers can be 
classified as Guided Long-Term Inclusive Planning (GLTIP). This approach follows recent 
calls of research for a stronger consideration of multidimensional models of sustainable 
competitive advantage. The results of the study deliver new findings to the promising research 
on ambidexterity and dynamic capabilities. In addition this work contributes to the discussion 
of new empirical approaches to sustainable competitive advantage. It also provides managers 
with concrete and achievable recommendations.  
1.2 Outline of the thesis 
I approach the broad field of sustainable competitive advantage from two sides (chapter 2). 
First, I review research on the characteristics of high-performing enterprises. Research has 
identified and studied three types of high-performing enterprises: Hidden Champions, 
Gazelles, and Born Globals. They seem to do things differently than their low-performing 
peers because they outperform other enterprises at least at some point in time. This is why a 
closer look at the strategic, organizational and management characteristics makes sense. 
Interestingly, so far no comprehensive comparison of the three enterprise types has been 
undertaken. This study delivers a first comparative review in light of the question of strategic 
stability and change and the underlying management and organizational issues. As will be 
shown, research on high-performing enterprises has its shortcomings when it comes to the 
organizational and management challenges in today’s highly dynamic environments. 
However, it gives useful insights to the management practices of high performing enterprises. 
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The chapter continues with a comprehensive review of strategic management perspectives 
with regard to strategic stability and change. Strategic management deals with the sustainable 
competitive advantage and tries to find explanations how enterprises can secure and 
strengthen their competitive advantage over time. However, a dynamic perspective has not 
always been the major focus of attention in strategic management. The dynamism of today’s 
business world has increasingly influenced strategic management concepts. Latest concepts 
like ambidexterity or dynamic capabilities build substantially on earlier, rather static 
conceptions of competitive advantage such as the market- (e.g. Bain, 1956, Porter, 1980) or 
resource-based view (e.g. Penrose, 1959; Wernerfelt, 1984; Barney, 1991). And they also 
include more dynamic, behavioral conceptions (e.g. March, 1991; Teece et al., 1997). In the 
light of a discussion about strategic stability and change the broad field of strategic 
management research can be ordered along four perspectives: the market-oriented, resource-
oriented, behavioral-organizational, and dynamic-attentive perspective. By following a more 
or less chronological order of theory development, I will critically review these four 
perspectives with regard to the research questions of this thesis. As will be shown, all 
concepts have their merits in a discussion of strategic stability and change, yet fail to 
coherently address central questions of this issue.    
In order to overcome the research gap and contribute to the current research I build a new 
concept of strategic ambidexterity (chapter 3). This multidimensional mechanism of steering 
and coordinating strategic stability and change consists of three dimensions: driver, 
foundation and revision. Each dimension has three subsequent elements. I introduce nine 
propositions that serve as a baseline for discussing and fine-tuning the mechanism. Each 
proposition refers to one element in the mechanism. I discuss how the nine elements should 
be configured in high-performing enterprises. Any differences within a mechanism between 
high and low-performing enterprises may shed light on the underlying patterns of long-term 
competitiveness. 
In chapter 4 this mechanism of strategic ambidexterity is empirically tested using a sample of 
74 enterprises from mechanical engineering in Germany. After an introduction into the 
methodology of QCA the theoretical framework is operationalized for the empirical analysis. 
I test the mechanism for two different outcome settings: performance and strategic stability. 
The analysis is conducted along the three dimensions of the mechanism, using a series of 
QCA as well as descriptive statistics. During the subsequent discussion six elements of the 
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mechanism are consolidated, and three are dropped. The results are presented and discussed in 
a two-dimensional graph of performance and strategic stability, referring to the proposition 
made in chapter 3. This two-dimensional graph will exemplify which elements of the 
mechanism do matter, which can be neglected, and which do substantially differ for different 
performance groups.  
Finally I discuss the results, introduce Guided Long-Term Inclusive Planning (GLTIP) as a 
particular strategic and organizational setting of high-performing enterprises (chapter 5), draw 
management implications (chapter 6) and show limitations of this study which lead to 
avenues for future research (chapter 7). Figure 1 summarizes the central outline of this thesis. 
Figure 1: Outline of this thesis 
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2. High-performing enterprises, strategic management and dynamic 
environments – multiple paths of explaining sustainable 
competitive advantage  
High-performing enterprises have gained much attention in economic literature. It lies at the 
heart of strategic management research to explore and analyze business strategies that create 
and maintain competitive advantage. Since only a small proportion of enterprises actually 
achieve superior performance, researchers have studied such enterprises in detail and 
presented multiple concepts of the ingredients for their success.  
There are manifold attempts to approach the strategic behavior and organizational patterns of 
high-performing enterprises. Some scholars describe the entire anatomy of high-performing 
enterprises while others concentrate on specific resources, organization or strategy aspects. 
Some take an outside market-oriented perspective, while others argue that competitive 
advantage should be explained using a resource-based perspective of the enterprise. While 
some researchers underline the proactivity of enterprises to create competitiveness, other 
approaches concentrate on a more passive behavior. Altogether, there exists an enormous 
amount of theories, concepts and models trying to explain the strategic and competitive 
behavior in relation to superior and sustainable performance (Bea & Haas, 2013).   
As for this study, the overarching questions concerning the present literature are: how do 
existing theories explain the underlying processes of creating and securing competitive 
advantage over time? How do they approach the issue of strategic stability and change in 
today’s highly competitive business environment?  
In a globalized, dynamic and competitive economic environment it becomes even more 
interesting to uncover why some enterprises are able to perform better over time than others 
(Autio et al., 2007). Especially the emergence of globalization, an increasing number of 
competitors, and more complex products or services have influenced models and theories. 
Lately strategic management research focuses on how enterprises deal with dynamic markets 
in order to secure or strengthens their competitive advantage (Burgelman & Grove, 2007; 
O’Reilly & Tushman, 2008; Augier & Teece, 2009; Collins & Hansen, 2011; Teece, 2012). In 
fact, the dynamism of today’s business world has influenced management theories as much as 
it has changed enterprise strategies. Concepts of how enterprises create and sustain 
competitive advantage became more and more interdisciplinary, complex and multifaceted. 
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Since enterprises are complex organizational entities in complex environments it becomes 
more important to include multiple perspectives of economic theory.  
Therefore, the aim of this chapter is to uncover existing theories, models and explanations 
about competitiveness and high-performing enterprises in view of creating and securing 
competitive advantage in general, and strategic stability and change in particular.  I approach 
this broad field from two sides. I start with high-performing enterprises. Recent research has 
identified and studied three types of enterprises that seem to do things differently: Hidden 
Champions, Gazelles, and Born Globals. They outperform their lower performing peers at 
least at some point in time. Although there is no guarantee for long-term high performance, a 
closer look at their strategic, organizational and management issues over time can give 
important insights how they manage and organize strategic stability (e.g. the core business 
model as a starting point) and change (e.g. product-market diversification). A review of 
research on these enterprise types allows a closer look at business practices, organizational 
and strategic patterns as well as their competitiveness over time. Secondly, I review strategic 
management concepts. Strategic management theories have been updated in line with the 
economic development over the decades. It remains interesting how business research 
precisely reflects this development.  
Finally, I discuss current gaps that have not been implicated so far and that might be able to 
explain how high-performing enterprises secure their competitiveness over time in highly 
dynamic business environments. At a first glance existing explanations and models still seem 
to uncover the phenomenon of dynamic, sustainable competitiveness and strategic stability 
and change only partially. Although many ground-breaking explanations exist, a dynamic 
perspective that contains and systematizes the complexity of the phenomenon seems to be still 
in its infancy. Concepts sometimes seem to be inconsistent and there remain many open 
questions.  
Central to the field of strategic management and to this study are the concepts of strategy and 
business model. As noted, enterprise strategies formulate overall objectives and purposes of 
the enterprise and purport the direction how these objectives can be reached now and in the 
future (Mintzberg et al., 2003). In comparison, an enterprise’s business model is more linked 
to the real implementation of an enterprise strategy, giving concrete measures of revenue, 
resources, competences, costs and the organizational alignment of an enterprise in order to 
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reach objectives (Demil & Lecocq, 2010; Zott et al., 2011). In other words, strategy is more 
about the overall value and direction of an enterprise, whereas business models prescribe the 
way in detail how to reach a given value. However, as Teece (2010) notes, since both 
phenomena are of dynamic, changing nature, strategy and business model should be viewed 
as interrelated concepts: “Coupling strategy and business model analysis is needed to protect 
competitive advantage resulting from new business model design”, (ibid. p. 175).  This study 
uses this dual view of strategy and business model as complementary assets. Strategy is 
understood as an organizational anchor, including organizational issues defined in a business 
model. 
2.1 High-performing enterprises and their competitiveness characteristics  
Only a small proportion of all enterprises show a superior performance in terms of growth, 
market penetration, persistence or competitiveness (Autio et al., 2007). They differ from other 
enterprises that do not grow, and prosper. Such enterprises seem to do things differently. They 
seem to have unique business and management practices responsible for their high above 
performance.  
Recent research has identified such enterprises as Hidden Champions (Simon, 1996; 2007; 
2012; Voudouris et al., 2000; Haussmann et al., 2006; Jungwirth, 2009), Gazelles or High-
Growth Firms (Birch, 1981, 1987; Birch et al., 1995; Markman & Gartner, 2002; Barringer et 
al., 2005; Acs et al., 2008; Henrekson & Johansson, 2010; Parker et al., 2010; Coad et al., 
2014), and Born Globals (Rennie, 1993; Oviatt & McDougall, 1994; McDougall et al., 1994; 
Knight & Cavusgil, 1996, 2004; Autio, 2005; Luostarinen & Gabrielsson, 2006; Gabriellson 
et al., 2008; Holtbrügge & Wessely, 2009; Rialp-Criado et al., 2010). 
In unlocking the ingredients of high-performing enterprises researchers translate their findings 
into concrete measures how to better build, support and shape enterprises. In fact, interest in 
creating and supporting the emergence of high-performance enterprises has tremendously 
increased over the years (Autio et al., 2007; Bravo Biosca, 2010). In fact, in times of 
globalized markets, increased dynamism, global competition and complexity of influencing 
characteristics, the question of right management and right support becomes even more 
important (Fischer & Reuber 2003; Uhl-Biel et al., 2007; Ruvio et al., 2010). 
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At first glimpse all three types of high-performing enterprises seem to be very different. 
Simon (1990, 1996) identified Hidden Champions as rurally located Mittelstand
2
 enterprises 
that create their competitiveness as a result of quality leadership in niche markets. Birch & 
Medoff (1994, p. 163) found that Gazelles are existent in all industries, can be of all size and 
age and base their performance on “great innovation”. Rennie (1993) acknowledged that 
Born Globals have products with global market potential and the ability to utilize this 
potential.  
Another difference refers to the persistence of their competitiveness. While most Hidden 
Champions are known to defend and maintain their high performance over a long time frame 
(e.g. Simon, 2007), Gazelles and Born Globals show intensive performance phases which, 
however, are often not sustainable (e.g. Hambrick & Crozier, 1985; Gabrielsson et al., 
2008Parker et al., 2010). In fact, enterprises need to deal with challenges of business growth 
and development. Once they have found an auspicious business model that proves to be 
successful, they need to be attentive towards changes and challenges.  
It is especially the latter difference which makes these enterprises interesting when studying 
strategic stability and change in relation to performance. A closer look at the strategic and 
organizational issues of Hidden Champions, Gazelles and Born Globals may reveal how they 
sustain high performance also under turbulences, increasing competition, growth or, 
respectively, what hinders a successful treatment of challenges. Looking at the characteristics 
of all three enterprise types can provide important insights into the management of strategic 
stability and change, and performance. What do their strategic and organizational 
characteristics tell us about long-term competitiveness? Does recent research address the issue 
of how these enterprises manage strategic stability and change in dynamic markets?  
In this respect it is interesting that to my best knowledge no comparison of Hidden 
Champions, Gazelles and Born Globals has yet been conducted. It remains unclear what 
similarities Hidden Champions, Gazelles and Born Globals share in management and 
                                                          
2
 The term Mittelstand refers to a particular type of enterprises in German speaking countries that are similar to 
small and medium sized enterprises (SME) in terms of number of employees and turnover. However, the term 
Mittelstand is used in a wider context and more based on qualitative aspects. Mittelstand enterprises share 
structural, organizational and strategic characteristics that distinguish them from small or large enterprises. They 
can also be bigger than SMEs as defined in established SME definitions. SME definitions (e.g. by the European 
Commission: micro (<10 employees, ≤ 2 Mio. EUR revenue), small (<50 employees, ≤ 10 Mio. EUR revenue) 
and medium enterprises (<250 employees, ≤ 50 Mio. EUR revenue) are primarily based on size classes and do not 
refer to organizational, structural or strategic peculiarities (for a comprehensive review see Becker et al., 2008).  
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organization characteristics. I assume that there are many similarities, since they all achieve 
high performance at least at some point of time. A comparison of the three types of high-
performing enterprises may uncover such similarities. It can ideally deliver some insights on 
the treatment of strategic stability and change with regard to higher performance.  
 2.1.1 Hidden Champions  
The term Hidden Champion goes back to Herman Simon who was interested in the fact that 
many of the job-creating high-performing enterprises in Germany had a similar organizational 
and strategic background and structure that no one had scrutinized before. Simon (1996) 
defined Hidden Champions as world market leaders with more than 50 per cent market share 
(champions), they are little-known in public (hidden) and they belong to the Mittelstand 
segment.  
Until Simon’s observations there was no systematic analysis of such high-performing 
enterprises that seem to be one of the backbones of long-term industrial development in 
German speaking countries. Hidden Champions are leading enterprises on the world market, 
holding a very high global market share in a niche market segment. They can be found in all 
industries. Their average age is 66 years (Simon, 2012, on a sample of 1.307 Hidden 
Champion enterprise; approximately 40% are older than 100 years). This indicates that they 
hold a high performance over a longer period of time. They base their competitive position on 
a certain product or service specialization, superior innovativeness and certain firm 
characteristics. 
Being interested in the competitive, organizational and structural characteristics of Hidden 
Champion enterprises, Simon (1996, 2007, 2012) – primarily based on anecdotal evidence, 
interviews with executives, and material provided by the companies – compared and analyzed 
competitiveness patterns of Hidden Champions (figure 2). In fact, many of the Hidden 
Champions are significantly bigger and have higher revenues than the common SME 
definitions suggest. Using a rather qualitative definition, he explicitly states that he classifies 
Hidden Champions as Mittelstand enterprises because they have typical organizational and 
strategic patterns. Following his lead, other researchers applied this denomination to other 
geographical circumstances (e.g. Voudouris et al., 2000 for Greece; Merrilees et al., 2001 for 
Canada) and various competitive and management aspects (e.g. Jungwirth, 2009 on marketing 
strategies or Haussmann et al., 2006 on internationalization). All seem to draw similar 
conclusions on competitiveness patterns of Hidden Champions. 
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Nine core characteristics of Hidden Champions are the source of their competitiveness. The 
major driving forces are long-term responsible decision-makers. They define and implement 
an ambitious vision, lead the enterprise consistently, and motivate and remunerate employees 
to continuously develop and secure the enterprise competitiveness through superior 
performance in terms of innovativeness and quality. Very specialized and highly innovative 
niche markets – often self-created by Hidden Champions – make it possible for these 
enterprises to develop and defend a dominating international market position (figure 2). 
Often, Hidden Champions are world market leaders.  
Figure 2: Competiveness factors, recent research on Hidden Champions, own summary 
One central peculiarity of Hidden Champions is their stability in long-term competitiveness 
and market domination on a global scale over decades, and more recently under higher 
competitive pressure. Holding a competitive advantage over a long period of time, Simon 
(1996) stresses that Hidden Champions adhere to a given business model and strategy that 
established their competitiveness in the first place. Changes are only desired and considered 
when there is an inevitable demand for a change in the environment. Yet, Hidden Champions 
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are increasingly forced to open their core business model because of globalization and 
competitive pressure (Simon, 2007, 2012). Thus, they open their business models to slight 
verticalization of their product or service portfolio, they aspire the partial internationalization 
of production and personnel and slightly reorient towards soft diversification of the 
organization. They increasingly reorganize and rationalize their production processes and rely 
on strategic partnerships with other enterprises (ibid.).  
Consequently, we can recently observe a greater balance between strategic stability and 
necessary openness to change. What becomes more important for Hidden Champions is the 
proactive treatment of the dynamic environment which means that Hidden Champions must 
increasingly look for alternatives of their business model and integrate such activities in the 
organization. In this sense, Hidden Champions are proactive and entrepreneurial enterprises 
that defend their core business model through monitoring, analyzing and – if necessary – 
pursuing and implementing strategic alternatives. This has become a challenging task and 
continuous activity for Hidden Champions due to an intensified struggle for market 
dominance in highly dynamic markets (Simon, 2012).  
However, to this point there is no empirical evidence, apart from the knowledge provided by 
Simon (2007; 2012), how precisely Hidden Champions balance strategic stability and change 
over time under constant competitive pressure. Given the complexity of the core ingredients 
of their competitiveness over time as described by Hidden Champion research, it remains 
unclear how Hidden Champions manage the underlying processes of finding a certain balance 
of strategic stability and change. Holding a certain market position requires significant 
strategic and organizational endeavors over time. If Hidden Champions are to search for and 
integrate strategic alternatives then the governing question is how they do this? How do they 
detect what changes need to be made, how do they deal with it and more importantly how are 
changes implemented?  
This is why it is useful to bring in other high-performing enterprises to the discussion on 
management issues of strategic stability and change. Structural similarities between the 
different types of high-performing enterprises and knowledge about their dynamic strategic 
behavior might get researchers closer to the ingredients of long-term competitiveness.  
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2.1.2 Gazelles / High-Growth Enterprises 
At the beginning of the 1980s David Birch identified a small group of high-performing 
enterprises that he found to be responsible for most employment growth in the USA at that 
time. What he later defined as Gazelles are enterprises that exhibit a high amount of growth 
from their inception over a longer period of time (Birch, 1981). These high growth enterprises 
have since then gained increased attention from research as well as public policy (Acs et al., 
2008). Although there are different terms used in research for this phenomenon, e.g. high 
impact firms, fast-growing ventures, high-growth firms, or fast growers – leading to some 
confusion in terminology and definitions – scholars studying this phenomenon are interested 
in the characteristics of such enterprises because Gazelles seem to be more competitive than 
other firms. 
Growth in this sense has been defined in different ways, but employment growth has been 
quite important in many research papers. In his first publication about Gazelles Birch (1981) 
based its definition on revenue. Later he and his colleagues widened that definition to a 
minimum of 20% sales growth each year, starting from a base-year revenue of at least 
100.000 USD (Birch et al., 1995). More recently the phenomenon of Gazelles is based on a 
definition using employment growth, both in absolute and relative terms. For example Ahmad 
& Gonnard (2007) define Gazelle enterprises with an average employment growth rate 
exceeding 20% per year over a three year period and with ten or more employees at the 
beginning. Henrekson & Johansson (2010) identify over 20 different theoretical and empirical 
articles connecting firm growth in terms of employment, sales or revenue growth with 
employment creation. They conclude that indeed a few rapidly growing enterprises generate 
significant net employment. Employment growth is seen as the most sustainable enterprise 
growth type.  An enterprise that needs to increase its workforce is in most cases involved in a 
sustainable growth path.  
Gazelles can be of all size, industry affiliation and tend to be younger than the average of all 
firms. This perception of organizational circumstances of Gazelles has changed since Birch’s 
initial observation in 1981. He stated that Gazelles tend to be younger and smaller than non-
high-growth enterprises (Birch, 1981). However, later research could not find empirical 
support for size effects, and it is not clear whether Gazelles are necessarily young enterprises 
(Delmar et al., 2003; Acs et al., 2008; Henrekson & Johansson, 2010). Besides, Gazelles can 
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be found in all industries and there is no overrepresentation of such enterprises in high-
technology industries (Autio et al., 2000; Henrekson & Johansson, 2010).  
The discussion about underlying determinants of the competitive advantages of Gazelles is 
still a controversial exercise. Similar to Hidden Champions research, scholars try to 
conceptualize what are the core ingredients of Gazelles’ competitiveness. Barringer and 
colleagues (2005) list 106 qualitative, conceptual and quantitative studies that explore 
characteristic behaviors of high-performing rapid-growth firms, grouping these patterns into 
founder characteristics, firm attributes, business practices and human resource management 
practices (figure 3). They also test their conceptualization in a quantitative content analysis of 
narrative descriptions asking executives of 50 high-performing and 50 low-performing 
enterprises as a control group. Their findings suggest that Gazelles are different from low-
performing peers in terms of creating unique value, sufficient knowledge about customers, 
higher commitment for growth, a growth-oriented vision, the intensity of training, employee 
motivation and participation in inter-organizational networks. Furthermore, executives of 
Gazelles tend to have a higher education and higher sacrifices to start a firm (figure 3). No 
differences between high and low-performers are found in planning and goal-setting 
variables, employee empowerment, as well as entrepreneurial experience.  The results are in 
line with similar studies of Fesser & Willard (1990), Siegel et al. (1993) and Gundry & 
Welsch (2001) analyzing particular competitiveness patterns of high growth enterprises. 
Altogether, this shows substantial similarities with regard to the characteristics of Hidden 
Champions. 
However, Barringer et al. (2005) note that it is not clear which characteristics are the most 
important ones for high performance and how the different characteristics interact. The 
complexity of the underlying characteristics which seem to mark a difference to low-
performing enterprises hinders causal implications to performance. Similar to the discussion 
about Hidden Champions, there remains causal complexity. Consequently, Coad et al. (2014) 
argue that researchers still do not know much about the internal features of high-growth 
enterprises. The complexity and dynamism of underlying management and organizational 
processes in high performing enterprises calls for future studies on the interaction of 
competitiveness patterns over time (Barringer et al., 2005; Coad et al., 2014). 
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Figure 3: Characteristics of high-growth enterprises, source: Barringer et al. (2005)  
Finally, an important feature with regard to strategic stability and change is the enormous 
growth trajectory that Gazelles take. In this regard, researchers do not associate growth only 
with opportunities but also with threats and challenges. According to research on enterprise 
life cycles growth evokes changes in organizational and strategic issues of an enterprise, e.g. 
leadership issues, management inefficiencies, lack of innovative decision-making, finance 
constraint (Churchill & Lewis, 1983), or crises of leadership, autonomy, control and red tape 
(Greiner, 1972). When firms grow, they must anticipate and deal with these changes. With 
each new phase that an enterprise enters, its leadership must align the organization towards 
the new circumstances. This is why the high-performance of Gazelles is not always 
sustainable (Parker et al., 2010).  
The issue of dynamic alignment in rapid-growth enterprises was first conceptualized and 
analyzed by Hambrick & Crozier in 1985. In interviews with 30 executives of high growth 
enterprises they identify four distinctive challenges that these firms face: instant size (and 
inadequate skills and systems as a consequence), sense of infallibility, internal turmoil and 
extraordinary resource needs. In this regard, their results point to five central competitiveness 
characteristics: the ability of the chief executive to envision and anticipate the firm as a larger 
entity, the employment of high-quality and committed personnel, the constant reinforcement 
of the enterprise’s vision, a minimization of hierarchies and decentralization of decision-
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making, and higher employee commitment through financial stakes. Additionally, they refer 
enterprise competitiveness to managerial and entrepreneurial skills of executives that 
dynamically shape the enterprise along its growth path. In detail, they underline the ability of 
high-performing Gazelles to use available information channels as professional associations, 
outside board members or supplier knowledge. Gazelles continuously review markets and 
possibilities, and maintain a strong organizational culture with high commitment for the core 
objectives of the business. In sum, Gazelles are a very interesting subject for understanding 
growth-related issues with regard to high performance.  
Although these research results are clearly a first investigation how Gazelles deal with 
dynamic growth paths in general, they are far from being empirically validated and 
consolidated. Economic circumstances have tremendously changed since 1985 (e.g. 
information technology, globalization and competition). However, since Hambrick & 
Crozier’s (1985) inquiry research on Gazelles’ characteristics for a long-term, sustainable 
competitive advantage and the underlying organizational patterns has not so much focused on 
the interaction of competitiveness patterns along the enterprise growth path. This is why 
several authors on high growth enterprises explicitly call for future research with a more 
dynamic, multidisciplinary nature invoking causal complexity of enterprise strategy dynamics 
(e.g. Siegel et al., 1993; Barringer et al., 1995; Parker et al., 2010; Coad et al., 2014). 
Conceptual and empirical work combining those issues remains scarce.  
All in all, growth is not a random event and enterprises need to have certain characteristics in 
place in order to deal with it (Barringer et al., 2005; Parker et al., 2010). Growth needs to be 
defended against competition and other external threats. Growth is a phenomenon that only a 
very small proportion of all new enterprises aspire (Autio et al., 2007). Interestingly, the 
competitiveness characteristics of Gazelles look similar to what researchers identified for 
Hidden Champions. They show a certain niche/differentiation strategy, strong leadership, 
high commitment for objectives, and several organizational patterns to align the enterprise 
towards growth and competitiveness. However, it remains vague how Gazelles precisely deal 
with the challenges of dynamic markets and how they decide which way to go. This is why a 
look at the third group of high-performing enterprises may improve the knowledge: Born 
Globals.  
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2.1.3 Born Globals 
The phenomenon of Born Global enterprises was first introduced in the beginning of the 
1990s when researchers noted that an increasing number of young high-performing 
enterprises are internationally involved as from their inception. Born Globals are young 
enterprises that operate internationally, utilizing international resources and gaining high 
amounts of revenues from sales abroad (Rennie, 1993; Oviatt & McDougall, 1994; Knight & 
Cavusgil, 1996). Born Globals proactively utilize increasingly global and interconnected 
markets for their competitive advantage (Autio, 2005). Since Rennie’s (1993) first 
observation of the Born Global firm research interest has increased. The phenomenon is also 
known as Global Start-Ups, Infant Multinationals and International New Ventures.  
There are diverse classifications of Born Globals. One measure is the proportion of 
international activities that an enterprise is engaged in. Knight & Cavusgil (1996) defined 
Born Globals in the USA as young enterprises exporting more than 25% in sales within a 
three-year-period. Gabrielsson and colleagues (2008) note that for Europe this definition is 
too limiting because of the small domestic market size and intensive export activities in 
European countries. Alternatively, they refer to the definition of the Scandinavian 
internationalization scholars Luostarinen & Gabrielsson (2006). They constitute that 
enterprises are Born Globals if at least 50% of sales are rendered on continents external to the 
one home, whereas there is also an influence of country size, economy size, a country’s 
neighbor markets, and type of industry. In fact, in more and more interlinked, global markets 
higher substantial international enterprise activities become the norm and a more ambitious 
definition of Born Globals is therefore reasonable (Gabrielsson et al., 2008).  
The conditions for enterprise internationalization changed fundamentally during the last 
decades. Most importantly, information technologies made the flow and exchange of 
information and resources less costly, more efficient and flexible. Due to smaller costs and 
less restriction of foreign activities entrepreneurs, managers and employees became more 
experienced and open-minded towards international operations. This led to greater 
international integration of markets, better abilities of enterprises to coordinate cross-border 
activities, and allowing enterprises to utilize internal and external resources across borders 
(Autio, 2005; Persinger et al., 2007; Gabrielsson et al., 2008). With regard to triggers of 
internationalization researchers determined the increasing role of niche markets and a greater 
demand for specialized and customized products (Knight & Cavusgil, 1996) – clearly a 
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similarity to Hidden Champions and Gazelles – as well as shorter product life-cycles (Oviatt 
& McDougall, 1994). As home markets are often limiting for niche-oriented enterprises, these 
enterprises must open their business model to international markets right from the start. 
Rasmussen & Madsen (2002) noticed that broader concepts are needed for studying 
international ventures, as external parameters expand.  
Born Globals are associated with high performance and growth from the beginning of their 
activities. Thus, their business model and behavior raised the interest of researchers to 
examine characteristics. McDougall and colleagues (1994) give a first overview of Born 
Globals’ competitiveness patterns. They conceptualize that Born Global enterprises have a 
global vision, strong international business networks and distinctively valuable and unique 
products or services available. Furthermore they are engaged in continuous innovation 
activities and have a strong top-management team with prior international experience.  
Based on case studies of eight Born Global enterprises Gabrielsson and colleagues (2008) 
find that Born Globals also pass through different stages of development whereas these stages 
are not per se incremental as in the traditional internationalization model. In fact, Born 
Globals fundamentally differ from established enterprises with regard to internationalization 
phases. In their model of internationalization Johanson & Valhne (1977) argued that 
enterprises engage in international activities in an incremental path-dependent mode, e.g. 
advancing from first export activities in neighboring countries towards more complex 
internationalization activities, e.g. foreign affiliates or cross-border licensing. Born Globals 
are different to this as they perceive internationalization as a strong competitive asset from the 
very beginning which is also translated into more complex internationalization activities and 
engraved in the vision of the business (Autio, 2005; Gabrielsson et al., 2008).  
Since Born Globals represent proactive, entrepreneurial enterprises, the results of Gabrielsson 
et al. (2008) suggest that the founder and its global vision, commitment and organizational 
learning activities are the main driving factors for successfully navigating through the 
internationalization and growth stages. Similarly, McDougall & Oviatt (2000) note that 
internationalization combined with entrepreneurial forces leverages innovative, proactive, and 
risk-seeking behavior. Holtbrügge & Wessely (2009) develop a framework on rapid 
internationalization based on 15 studies on initiating forces of internationalization and two 
studies on competitiveness factors of Born Global enterprises. They underline vision, 
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leadership, international experience, superior products or services and innovation, network 
integration and support from home country government as internal competitiveness factors 
(figure 4).  
Figure 4: Initiating forces and competitiveness factors of rapid internationalization, source: Holtbrügge & 
Wessely (2009) 
In conclusion, we find eminent structural similarities with Hidden Champion and Gazelle 
enterprises. Like Hidden Champions and Gazelles, Born Globals are rather proactive, non-
risk-averse, entrepreneurial and knowledge-intensive enterprises. With high commitment and 
international experience resources are dispersed internationally rather than deployed at the 
home base. 
This proactive, attentive behavior of Born Globals is crucial for their competitiveness, since 
internationalization – similar to holding a dominant market position for Hidden Champions 
and rapid growth for Gazelles – can also be a significant challenge for enterprises. There are 
various obstacles operating in international markets, e.g. increased costs, information 
asymmetries, cultural barriers, red-tape or financial shortcomings (Oviatt & McDougall, 
1994; Wright et al., 2007). Enterprises – deciding to go international – must inevitably deal 
with such challenges from the very beginning. This is where Born Globals make a clear 
difference. In this regard Autio and colleagues (2000) note that internationalization as part of 
an enterprise strategy can influence an enterprise’s ability to proactively review, monitor and 
develop new business opportunities. 
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However, detailed research on how Born Globals deal with dynamic environments, upcoming 
challenges and chances is scarce. In reaction to this criticism, Prange & Verdier’s (2011) 
introduce third order processes that steer the internationalization strategy of enterprises. They 
argue that enterprises need to pursue higher-class capabilities that allow them to follow 
different paces of internationalization at the same time, and stay attentive towards chances 
and threads of internationalization. They also note that such processes would be able to 
balance a reasonable ratio of strategic elements to remain stable or to change. Yet, this is a 
highly conceptual model, and there is no empirical evidence on the behavior of Born Globals 
in such dynamics.  
This is why researchers call for more theoretical and empirical work on the dynamics of 
internationalization in relation to competitive advantage. In times of complex and dynamic 
global markets, there is the need to include time and context dimension into research (Autio, 
2005; Rialp-Criado et al., 2011). Gabrielsson et al. (2008) showed that Born Globals follow 
several stages of enterprise development, engaging in growth and more complex business 
operations. However, until now it remains unclear how Born Global enterprises precisely deal 
with the challenges arising from growth and complexity. This is interesting because Oviatt & 
McDougall (1994) note that calls for more dynamic concepts on enterprise 
internationalization already date back to the 1980s. It seems that there are substantive barriers 
for explaining the dynamic behavior of high-performing enterprises. 
2.1.4 High-performers compared: a call for multidimensional analyses of 
the dynamics of competitive advantage  
Within the last 20 years research interest in studying high-performing enterprises increased. A 
deeper understanding of the competitiveness patterns and characteristics of Hidden 
Champions, Gazelles and Born Globals may give a hint how to establish and keep a 
sustainable competitive advantage in highly dynamic environments and what the underlying 
management mechanisms are. The aim of this first part of the chapter was to discuss the three 
types of high-performing enterprises identified in economic research. Since there exists no 
comparison of the competitiveness factors of the three enterprise types so far, this chapter 
intents to analyze and compare their characteristics in the light of the research questions on 
strategic stability and change, and long-term competitiveness. 
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Figure 5: Competitiveness patterns of high-performing enterprises, own compilation 
As expected, Hidden Champions, Gazelles and Born Global enterprises are very similar in 
strategic, organizational and behavioral patterns. All three are entrepreneurial, innovative and 
proactive enterprises (figure 5). Their business models are based on innovative, specialized 
products in a niche segment. The niche orientation and narrow market definition open the 
door to international markets that they utilize early. Quality leadership plays a crucial role to 
differentiate from competitors. The high product or service specialization also corresponds to 
close customer relations and strategic networking as they have a strong focus on their own 
strengths. This means they do not primarily grow through product or service diversification 
but especially through value creation in a specialized segment. They try to keep core 
competences and financing in their hands. The abilities of employees are of utmost 
importance since there is the need to safeguard quality and innovation. A lean organization 
allows employees of high-performing enterprises to account for high task-responsibilities and 
effective knowledge-sharing.  At the center of high-performing enterprises stands the 
entrepreneur with strong leadership. This is where the greatest similarities between the three 
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enterprises groups come to light: the entrepreneurial decision-maker formulates and promotes 
the enterprise vision by setting ambitious goals for quality or market leadership and growth. 
Entrepreneurial decision-makers have management and/or international experience in the 
industry context. They have the central role to control and supervise the execution of 
enterprise objectives, setting out the path for further enterprise development.    
The similarities between high-performing enterprises are promising for uncovering what 
makes an enterprise high-performing and others not. In this regard, the existing research 
results on Hidden Champions, Gazelle and Born Global are indeed very helpful to explain 
this phenomenon in detail. However, the comparative analysis of research on high-performing 
enterprises does not release much information on how these enterprises are able to secure 
their competitiveness in the long run, and which organizational set-up and management 
processes support their competitiveness in a dynamic context. Research is rather descriptive 
and cannot explain how the right balance between strategic stability and change is reached. 
Remind that many high-performing enterprises are able to maintain and develop their 
competitiveness over a longer period of time. Remind as well, that high-performing 
enterprises face challenges along their way of competitiveness. However, the existing 
frameworks cannot explain how this dynamic change is organized in high-performing 
enterprises. The state of research is based on static, cross-sectional, and conceptual studies of 
enterprise competitiveness characteristics. They lack to address the underlying management 
mechanism of high-performing enterprises over time. In sum, research about how high-
performing enterprises behave in dynamic environments seems to be at an early stage.  
Also, enterprises are quite obviously multifaceted and complex phenomena (Meyer et al., 
2005; Liechtenstein et al., 2006; Gavetti et al., 2012). A closer look at the competitiveness 
patterns of high-performing enterprises highlights that such enterprises are complex strategic, 
organizational and relational entities. There is a high number of links between different 
characteristics that make any prediction about the influence of a characteristic in relation to 
other characteristics and performance difficult. Therefore, in order to reflect the complexity of 
the high-performance enterprise organization, researchers should include multidimensional 
and dynamic perspectives of enterprise characteristics (Parker et al., 2010).  
Moreover, in times of globalized markets the number of internal and external threats 
challenging the enterprise is high. This has an influence on the stability and change of the 
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enterprise strategy. Enterprises react to challenges that contest or approve their business 
model. Therefore, enterprises need to address these issues within their organizational and 
strategic context. The question remains: How do they do this? To this point research on high-
performing enterprises leaves this question unanswered. A closer look at the stability and 
change of strategic and organizational issues over the years might be worth exploring. As 
pointed out earlier, searching for a reasonable ratio of strategic stability and change might 
lead to certain organizational patterns in high-performing enterprises that in sum are able to 
control, steer and develop the competitiveness of the business on the long run.  
In summary, researchers need to broaden the perspective on high-performing enterprises 
towards a more comprehensive and dynamic view. Researchers of Hidden Champions, 
Gazelles and Born Global have increasingly pointed out that issue. If a closer examination of 
those high-performance enterprises does not reveal how precisely such enterprises cope with 
dynamic environments and the challenges along their growth paths, maybe another 
perspective of economic research streams can help answering this question. Looking at figure 
5 it becomes obvious that this is an issue of strategic management. Therefore, I will next look 
at recent theoretical and empirical knowledge from strategic management and encompassing 
theories. In doing so, insights on how high-performing enterprises deal with and organize 
dynamic environments may reveal.  
2.2 Sustainable competitive advantage in strategic management research 
– explanations in the light of strategic stability and change 
In its broadest sense, strategic management deals with the sustainable competitiveness of 
enterprises. It conceptualizes and systemizes the methods enterprises need to employ to 
actively seek and transpose business opportunities into profitability. Through strategic 
management enterprises can position themselves deliberately in a given market, and they can 
create, develop, and maintain the capabilities and competences to create and hold a 
competitive advantage. Strategic management is therefore a management activity that has an 
organizational and resource assigning function (Bea & Haas, 2013). The core exercise of 
strategic management is to create and coordinate a most suitable fit between the enterprise 
and its external environment as well as its objectives and organizational and cultural situation 
(Ansoff, 1979, 1988). At the heart of strategic management lies the enterprise strategy, setting 
overall values and objectives.  
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The antecedents and influences of strategic management are manifold. This is due to the fact 
that enterprises encompass various aspects: they are complex organizations with multiple 
actors engaging in delivering most valuable products or services to customers in a given 
market. Thus, strategic management research takes various perspectives. First, one finds a 
perspective of how enterprises position themselves in a competitive environment. A second 
perspective deals with the issue how enterprises develop and use resources, competences and 
capabilities in order to reach their objectives. A third angle of research focuses on the 
organizational behavior: how are enterprises organized and managed to reach their objectives?  
Finally, since markets change enterprises must cope with challenges and chances arising from 
dynamic changes in a given environment over time.  
Strategic management research is a dynamic discipline because strategies, business models 
and enterprises emerge over time (Mintzberg, 1994; Teece, 2007). Enterprises do not operate 
in an isolated atmosphere. They are exposed to challenges and threads in the environment 
they operate. They need to react on challenges or chances in order to defend their business 
model and maintain or increase their competitiveness. In this regard, strategic management 
offers tools and methods how enterprises can monitor, plan, implement and control 
uncertainty and competitiveness over time.  
However, this dynamic perception has not always been in focus of strategic management 
research. As will be shown in this chapter, in the early stages a more structural and static 
conception of competitiveness was in place. Later researchers acknowledged the 
organizational and behavioral angle of enterprises and the dynamics of markets they operate 
in. During decades of economic research there was an enormous diffusion of strategic 
management perspectives, sub disciplines and methods. Today the field of strategic 
management is hallmarked by a huge complexity of concepts and explanations of sustainable 
competitiveness (Bea & Haas, 2013). There exist multiple, sometimes competing views and 
conceptualizations of how enterprises sustain competitive advantage.      
This has also an impact on the review of strategic management conceptions with regard to 
strategic stability and change. Since its core subject is the sustainable competitiveness of 
enterprises, strategic management logically considers that strategic circumstances are a 
function of change. It constitutes how enterprises deal with changes in the internal and 
external environment. However, it seems that the ratio and underlying processes of strategic 
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stability and change of (high-performing) enterprises has been addressed only marginally in 
the majority of strategic management theories. There remain competing views and 
unanswered questions about the nature of the underlying processes of balancing strategic 
stability and change. Due to the high fragmentation of strategic management research it 
remains therefore interesting how the theories deal with this phenomenon in detail. A 
reasonable ratio of strategic stability and change, and an insight how enterprises balance 
strategic stability and change may lead researchers to a better understanding of sustainable 
competitiveness and its “ingredients”.   
Therefore, this sub-chapter proceeds as follows: I review strategic management theories in 
how far they contribute to the research questions of this thesis. I abide by a more or less 
chronological order of theory development, and I order the different conceptions into a 
market-oriented, resource-oriented, behavioral-organizational and dynamic-attentive 
perspective. I critically review strategic management theories, how they handle a dynamic 
perspective in general, and underlying strategic management processes of strategic stability 
and change in particular. Such strategic management processes have been referred to the 
analysis, formulation, implementation, control and evaluation of strategy (Teece et al., 1997; 
Bea & Haas, 2013). I end this chapter by identifying gaps in current research leading to the 
framework developed here. As will be shown, all discussed theories and models have an 
impact on a multidimensional concept of strategic stability and change.  
2.2.1 The market-oriented perspective of enterprise competitiveness  
A fundamental consideration of competitive advantage from a market-oriented perspective 
dates back to Joe Bain (1956) who introduced an industry-organization conception of 
industries describing how enterprises choose to position themselves within an industry. 
According to his approach the structure of an industry determines the strategy (conduct) and 
the performance of an enterprise. Hence, central to this concept of competitiveness is how the 
firm fits with the external environment (Zou & Cavusgil, 1996).  
2.2.1.1 The “outside in” perspective on defining a strategic position  
Research has described how a firm fits its business model with the external environment as an 
“outside in” perspective of strategic management (Bea & Haas, 2013). This is known as the 
contingency perspective. In this regard, Michael Porter (1980) introduced two widely received 
market-oriented conceptions of how enterprises define their market position as a fundamental 
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basis for determining competitive advantage. First, Porter (1980) postulated that there are 
three generic strategies enterprises can take: in a broad market with a higher number of 
competitors enterprises either choose to base their business model on undifferentiated 
products or services at a low price (cost leadership) utilizing economies of scale, or they 
concentrate on the allocation of differentiated products or services where customers are 
willing to pay a higher price (quality leadership). Alternatively, enterprises can position their 
business model in a narrow market with fewer competitors (segmentation strategy). Second, 
Porter (1980) introduced the “five forces model” as a tool for enterprises to analyze the 
current situation of competition and potential in a given market. According to Porter (1980) 
the attractiveness of a market depends on the level of rivalry of existing competitors within a 
market, the threat from potential new competitors entering the market, the bargaining power 
of customers, the bargaining power of suppliers, and the threat of substitute products. Success 
in terms of profitability and competitiveness in a given market results from an appropriate 
intensity of all five forces and the chosen strategy.   
Although the market-oriented perspective of competitiveness has gained valuable insights and 
methodological direction for researchers and practitioners, critics note that the focus on 
external imperatives is insufficient to explain competitiveness and sustainable performance of 
enterprises. This view neglects internal, value-creating resources of the enterprise (Barney, 
1991). Since the market-oriented perspective postulates that markets determine the 
competitive position, enterprises in the same market are theoretically equipped with a similar 
control of similar strategic resources. This homogeneity of strategic resources has also 
implications on new entrants to this market as resources are highly mobile among existing and 
new-entering enterprises. Consequently, the market-oriented approach neglects that resources, 
competences, and capabilities can be also the source of competitiveness in enterprises. It 
remains open, which and how resources are actually employed in enterprises to enter a desired 
market position which makes enterprises a block box (Barney, 1991; Zou & Cavusgil, 1996).  
2.2.1.2 The static view of the firm as a central explanatory shortcoming 
Following this argumentation, the market-oriented approach represents a rather reactive, 
defensive and static perspective of strategic management (Teece et al., 1990). Competitive 
advantage of enterprises comes from a suitable definition and utilization of a market position. 
The role of strategic management in the market-oriented perspective is to analyze a given 
external situation in the environment, and to formulate and implement strategy and business 
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models that are suitable enough to gainfully position the enterprise within the market in order 
to utilize competitive advantage. However, the orientation towards a given situation 
represents a reactive and rather defensive approach since it does not consider any proactive 
organizational behavior based on more valuable resources and capabilities of an enterprise 
(Barney, 1991; Mintzberg, 1994). It neglects the organizational behavior of enterprises in 
changing conditions (Grant, 1996; Teece et al., 1997). 
Therefore, in view of dynamics, the market-oriented perspective has its shortcomings. In 
order to defend a competitive advantage enterprises build entry barriers for competitors, e.g. 
through superior products, economies of scale or control of resources (Porter, 1980). The 
assessment of competitive advantage relies heavily on the abilities to evaluate and analyze 
markets and competitors. However, in view of highly competitive markets such market-
oriented activities cannot be enough to build and maintain a competitive position. Instead, 
enterprises must increasingly focus on resources and capabilities that allow them to 
continuously and proactively react on changes. More and more enterprises need to apprehend 
themselves as organizations that can create their own market (Teece, 2007; Burgelman & 
Grove, 2007).  
In this regard, the market-oriented perspective does not address the tension of strategic 
stability and change because it must be understood as a snapshot approach on different 
competitive circumstances at different point of times. It views competitive advantage in a 
path-dependent and static manner. If there is a change in the market (e.g. when new 
competitors enter, or customers shift their attention to new technologies), then the market-
oriented approach refers strategic advantage to external imperatives from a given market. In 
this regard, it remains unclear how enterprises identify and detect changes and challenges in 
fast changing markets. Moreover, it is not examined what part of an existing strategy stays 
stable and to what extent changes are introduced. It remains unclear what changes inside the 
organization are triggered by a strategic repositioning, or how such changes affect the 
enterprise organization over time. In sum, it tells only one part of the story of sustainable 
competitive advantage because it links the enterprise strategy and performance exclusively to 
the imperatives of the market.       
Yet, the market-oriented perspective offers useful implications for strategic management since 
it classified and systemized the strategic possibilities for enterprises. For example, using the 
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market-oriented view the strategic positioning of the high-performing enterprises reviewed in 
chapter 2.1 can be classified: a significant number of Hidden Champions, Born Globals and 
Gazelles applies a niche-oriented, quality-leadership strategy (Simon, 1996; Barringer et al., 
2005; Gabrielsson et al., 2008). Thus, considerations of markets, competitors and 
circumstances are indispensably necessary for a sustainable competitive advantage. Yet, they 
are not enough to explain the whole story of sustainable competitive advantage of enterprises.  
Indeed, since Bayn’s and Porter’s framework of strategic positioning of enterprises more than 
30 years have passed. Economic circumstances have changed, and markets have become more 
competitive, dynamic and interrelated. Researchers of high-performing enterprises 
acknowledge that this accelerated dynamism must be considered in enterprise strategies. In 
addition, there is an increasing number of researchers advocating that the market-oriented 
perspective should incorporate more multidimensional elements of various strategic 
management schools, since strategic management of enterprises increasingly faces a complex, 
dynamic and multifaceted economic reality (Mintzberg, 1994; Hoskisson et al., 1999, 
Farjoun, 2002; Nelson & Winter, 2002; Herrmann, 2005; Mahoney & McGahan, 2007; 
Barney et al., 2011; Bea & Haas, 2013). Researchers must keep this multidimensionality in 
mind when assessing a ratio of strategic stability and change.  
2.2.2 The resource-oriented perspective of enterprise competitiveness  
In contrast to the market-oriented perspective the resource-oriented perspective (also known 
as resource-based view) puts focus on the resources and capabilities of enterprises as a source 
of sustainable competitive advantage. A momentous contribution to the resource-oriented 
perspective of the enterprise was rendered by Edith Penrose (1959) with her work on 
enterprise theory and growth. According to Penrose (1959) enterprises base their competitive 
advantage on physical and immaterial resources that are specifically managed and distributed 
within the enterprise. Enterprises are seen as bunches of resources. Depending on the 
management of such resources, enterprises are able to build and maintain competitive 
advantage. Penrose (1959) explicitly states that resources – even if similar in physical nature – 
can be different in various enterprises because of the managerial and immaterial resources in a 
specific organizational context of an enterprise. Growth arises from the utilization of unused 
resources and resource combinations. Enterprise resources continuously develop as the 
enterprise develops.  
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2.2.2.1 Resources as key to defining a strategic position 
The focus on heterogeneity and immobility of resources constitutes a significant difference to 
the market-oriented school. Wernerfelt (1984) defines resources as tangible and intangible 
assets that can produce strength or weakness and that are tight semi-permanently to a firm. 
According to Barney (1991) resources are immobile assets of an enterprise and include 
capabilities, organization processes, firm attributes, or information and knowledge that an 
enterprise controls. Enterprise-specific resource configuration makes it possible for 
enterprises to develop and implement strategies that in consequence lead to a competitive 
advantage. In order to contribute to sustainable competitive advantage resources must be 
valuable, rare, inimitable, and non-substitutable (Barney, 1991). According to Grant (1996) 
the configuration of resources depends on leadership and knowledge aspects. Teece (2007) 
significantly points to the knowledge-intensity in enterprises in order to increase the 
competitive operation range of enterprises through flexible resources.  
Since its inception the resource-oriented perspective has produced manifold theoretical and 
empirical contributions to strategic management research. However, researchers note that it 
might have reached its climax as a theory of competitive advantage (Barney et al. 2011). 
There are several points of critique regarding the resource-oriented view. Kraaijenbrink and 
colleagues (2010) identify seven central shortcomings of the resource-oriented view: it has no 
managerial implications, there is a problem of infinite regress in reaching ever-higher 
capabilities, it has the problem of applicability and generalizability of different characteristics 
for markets and enterprises, it is practically non-achievable to sustain competitive advantage 
through the resource-oriented perspective (since it is not clear which combination of resources 
have precisely accounted for sustainable competitive advantage), there is no sufficient 
consideration of how enterprises actually deploy resources to create sustainable advantage 
(pointing also to unknown aspects of the role of managers and entrepreneurs), it represents a 
tautological conception of enterprise theory (since its axioms are unclear about the value of 
enterprises and the relationship of resources and sustainable competitive advantage), and 
finally the definition of resources is ambiguous (not distinguishing between resources and 
meta-resources). In summary critiques can be grouped around theoretical and practical 
reservations and there are many intersections among critics. As Barney et al. (2011) note the 
resource-based view may have reached maturity as a theory. Future research must consider 
the theory development of a more multidimensional and complex nature.  
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As for the discussion of dynamics the resource-oriented perspective has its limits, being a 
rather static and path-dependent conceptualization of strategic management and enterprise 
competitiveness. The resource-oriented perspective following Wernerfelt (1984) and Barney 
(1991) is based on industry equilibrium: resources are a source of sustainable competitive 
advantage only as long as markets remain relatively stable (Barney, 2002). While the market-
oriented perspective does not conceptualize how resources should be aligned to create and 
maintain competitive advantage, the resource-oriented perspective is implicit about how 
resources develop or what the interactions within the organization are to develop resources 
(Locket et al., 2009; Kraaijenbrink et al., 2010). In other words, it defines how resources 
should be, but does not go any deeper in explanation.  
This makes it impractical to use the resource-based perspective – at least in the conception of 
Barney (1991) – to explain a ratio and underlying processes of strategic stability and change 
in enterprises and its impact on sustainable competitive advantage. Interestingly, the initial 
work of Penrose (1959) saw enterprise resources in a more dynamic manner (Kraijenbrink et 
al., 2010): since enterprises grow and develop, sustainable competitive advantage depends on 
the resource configuration and utilization of unused resources over time. As explained, 
growth provokes organizational and strategic challenges. How enterprises deal with changes 
depends on the treatment of tangible and intangible resources. Penrose (1959) itself did not 
directly address the issue of strategic stability and change. So far the resource-oriented 
perspective of strategic management does not address this issue. Yet, recent research 
increasingly points to the dynamic behavior of enterprises, resources and performance.  
2.2.2.2 The dynamic interaction of resources as a promising field of 
addressing strategic stability and change 
Recent appraisals and followers of the resource-oriented perspective (e.g. knowledge-
orientation (Grant, 1996), core competences (Hamel & Prahalad, 1994) capabilities (Peteraf, 
1993), and meta-capabilities (Teece et al., 1997; Teece, 2007) explicitly argue for a more 
dynamic, detailed, multidimensional approach. Locket and colleagues (2009) constitute that 
future research should shift from consequences of heterogeneity towards what causes 
heterogeneity of enterprise resources, and how resources are deployed to create value. In their 
assessment, the resource-oriented perspective has its potential in combination with other 
fields to explain sustainable competitive advantage. Kraaijenbrink and colleagues (2010) 
reason the resource-oriented perspective should broaden its view towards a more dynamic 
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approach, incorporating time, space and uncertainty into the resource framework of 
competitive advantage. In line with Foss & Foss (2008) they underline the necessity to 
include individuals and processes in resource-oriented strategic management research. They 
close their review by arguing that theory needs to make space for new concepts, which also is 
in line with the assessment of Barney et al. (2011). 
Undoubtedly, as the width and depth of scientific contributions to the resource-oriented 
perspective show, the resource-oriented school has a high impact on strategic management 
research. It significantly shifted attention towards the interior of enterprises. Like the market-
oriented perspective it can be utilized to develop a multidimensional and dynamic framework 
of enterprise competitiveness. In this regard it becomes clear that both issues – markets and 
enterprise resources – cannot be treated separately to explain competitiveness. The resource 
utilization of enterprises depends on the bargaining power of its customers. Ultimately, 
resources and market position coexist (Bea & Haas, 2013).  
However, major shortcomings show that the approaches itself may not have the same 
explanatory power to prescribe the preconditions of sustainable competitive advantage as it 
might have had some 30 years ago. Both, market- und resource oriented perspective, represent 
rather static, reactive and path-dependent approaches of strategic management. There is only a 
limited consideration of dynamics and no consideration of strategic stability and change. It is 
therefore necessary to take a closer look at the organizational and behavioral patterns of 
enterprises.  
2.2.3 The behavioral-organizational perspective of enterprise 
competitiveness 
The behavioral-organizational perspective shifts attention to a process-oriented analysis of 
enterprise competitiveness. As a matter of fact, enterprises are social organizations because 
individuals interact over time. This is what Richard Cyert and James March (1963) – based on 
earlier works of Herbert Simon (1947) – pointed to when they presented their Behavioral 
Theory of the Firm. They noted that – until then – enterprise theories had explored the 
relationship between enterprise qualification (such as market conditions or resources) and 
enterprise output (such as price, revenues, performance), but they had failed to discover how 
enterprises actually translate qualification into output. Therefore, Cyert & March (1963) 
focused on enterprise behavior and the decision-making processes within enterprises. They 
shifted the attention towards a process-oriented theory of the enterprise in an attempt to open 
the black box of entrepreneurial organizations (Argote & Greve, 2007; Gavetti et al., 2012). 
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2.2.3.1 Shifting attention to what happens inside enterprise organizations  
Central to the behavioral-organizational perspective of strategic management are the mental 
and cognitive decision-making processes of individuals. In contrast to the neoclassical 
economic theory, economic agents such as enterprise decision-makers are not treated as fully 
rational, equipped with perfect knowledge and always applying a profit-maximization 
doctrine. Instead, enterprise performance relies on a multiple set of cognitive processes and is 
under continuous pressure of change and ambiguity.  
A major argument of the behavioral-organizational perspective is the bounded rationality of 
economic agents (Argote & Greve, 2007). Bounded or limited rationality means that 
enterprise decision makers are limited in their decision-making power due to three central 
obstacles. First, enterprise agents do not maximize enterprise value but they satisfice it (Cyert 
& March, 1963). Such satisfactory solutions are alternatives that depend on prior 
performance, past experiences, and individual goals. Second, enterprise agents are boundedly 
rational since they do not possess the necessary knowledge to perceive and foresee all 
strategic alternatives (Simon, 1947; Cyert & March, 1963).  And third, when there is only 
limited information available how to reach a desired outcome, then enterprises tend to use 
mechanisms that have worked in the past rather than engaging in cost-intensive planning and 
forecasting activities (Cyert & March, 1963). This makes the concept of bounded rationality a 
semi-automatic and path-dependent process that is essentially rooted in the past experience of 
the enterprise. The behavior of individuals in the enterprise limits conscious ground-breaking, 
future-oriented organizational shifts (Gavetti et al., 2012). In their Behavioral Theory Cyert & 
March (1963) summarize their findings developing four fundamental concepts of how firms 
organize strategic choices: quasi-resolution of conflict, avoidance of uncertainty, problemistic 
research, and organizational learning (Gavetti et al., 2012).   
The behavioral-organizational perspective points to the construct of standard-operating 
procedures and routines in enterprises. Routines are repetitive, recognizable patterns of 
interdependent organizational actions (Feldman & Pentland, 2003; Parmigiani & Howard-
Grenville, 2011). Routines ensure that enterprises implement strategic choices rationally and 
efficiently. Routines depend on past experience at the individual and organizational level. In 
this regard Nelson & Winter (1982) argued that routines are very important assets for 
enterprises to differentiate themselves from competitors. Based on the analogy to natural 
evolutionary processes, they constitute that enterprise routines are collective and habitual 
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organizational patterns. Within organizational and industrial evolution processes routines 
incrementally change the organization towards a more suitable environmental fit. This 
happens in organizational learning sequences. The deployment of routines relies on individual 
skills of the enterprise personnel. Competitive advantage and the development of enterprises 
relates closely to the learning abilities of an enterprise organization.  
Routines can change in a path-dependent manner. Consequently, knowledge, learning aspects 
and organizational feedback are very important for the behavioral-organizational perspective 
of strategic management (Levitt & March, 1988). Knowledge can be of different quality, 
namely non-tacit and tacit. A special role is assigned to tacit knowledge in relation to the 
enhancement of organizational routines because it is strongly connected to the specific 
organizational product or service-related context that differentiates enterprises from one and 
another (Nelson & Winter, 1982). Learning can appear within enterprises or externally with 
enterprise stakeholders. Organizational learning is important to overcome low performance 
sequences of enterprises, which in turn increases the rate of change. At the same time, when a 
strategy proves to be high-performing, change and subsequent learning processes are less 
ambitious (Cyert & March, 1963; Gavetti et al., 2012). Learning must be properly 
institutionalized and implemented within an enterprise. If learning activities are not properly 
organized, aligned in the organization and managed then attention and search activities can be 
myopic (Levinthal & March, 1993). Referring to this, research in the behavioral-
organizational perspective has also triggered the treatment of enterprises as complex adaptive 
systems (Cohen et al., 1972; Burgelman & Grove, 2007; Gavetti et al., 2012; Akgün et al., 
2013). Within complex adaptive systems it depends on the proper implementation of learning 
procedures in different levels of an enterprise so that it can effectively adapt to changing 
external circumstances.  
Actions in enterprises are not only path-dependent but have a significant impact on the future 
direction of the enterprise. Hence, the behavioral-organizational perspective also points to the 
anticipation mechanisms of future sequences of enterprise activities (Gavetti & Levinthal, 
2000; Pentland et al., 2012). In this regard James March (1991) conceptualized the notion of 
exploration and exploitation as a central issue regarding the organizational behavior and long-
term competitiveness.  
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2.2.3.2 Exploration, exploitation and ambidexterity: managing tensions as 
a central issue of long-term competitiveness   
March (1991) defines exploration as long-term oriented routines that are designed to search 
for new strategic alternatives. Exploitation refers to all medium-term routines of developing, 
utilizing, and refining existing routines in the enterprise. The joint management of explorative 
and exploitative activities within enterprises creates tensions. Enterprises must find an 
appropriate balance between the two modes of exploration and exploitation that best fit their 
strategic position in a given market. March (1991) also states that exploitation and exploration 
create tensions because they compete for resources and are based on different organizational 
settings. Since a strong focus on either one of the two may lead to organizational inertia, 
enterprises should try to find a solution for balancing both in order to secure long-term 
survival and prosperity (He & Wong, 2004; O’Reilly & Tushman, 2008). For example, if an 
enterprise has too much focus on exploitation, it may run blind of changes in a technology or 
markets because it does not have the resources or organization to monitor future market 
developments. On the other hand, if enterprises focus excessively on exploration, resources 
for exploitation of existing products or services in given markets may run short (March, 
1991).  
March’s (1991) introduction of exploration and exploitation led to a stronger focus of 
strategic management research on existing tensions in enterprises. Tensions – also called 
paradoxes or dualities – are contradictory, yet interrelated elements that exist simultaneously 
and persist over time (Smith & Lewis, 2011, p. 382). In fact, through a behavioral-
organizational lens, there exist manifold tensions that enterprises need to deal with in their 
day-to-day operations as well as with regard to their long-term competitiveness. Biloslavo and 
colleagues (2013) list 21 dualities in normative management (e.g. exploration vs. exploitation, 
cores business vs. diversification, profitability vs. responsibility, scale vs. scope, competition 
vs. collaboration) and strategic management (e.g. local vs. global customer domains, cost-
efficiency vs. differentiation, insourcing vs. outsourcing, centralized vs. decentralized 
organization, standardization vs. mutual adjustments, extrinsic vs. intrinsic motivators). Smith 
& Lewis (2011) categorize organizational paradoxes into pairs of belonging, organizing, 
learning and performing. Each pair represents a group of tensions within the organizational 
context. It becomes obvious that managers need to make decisions about a huge number of 
tensions, resulting from different internal and external changes.  
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Managing tensions requires a proper understanding of the underlying tensions as well as 
techniques to deal with them. A proper understanding and management may be linked to high 
performance. For example, Peters & Waterman (1982) analyzed the competitiveness patterns 
of USA’s best-run companies and found out that high-performing enterprises differ from less 
successful peers in their ability to manage paradoxes. Pascale (1990) found that high-
performing enterprises use managerial and strategic tensions to continuously develop their 
business model through balancing opposing dualities in order to differentiate from 
competitors. In their search for competitiveness patterns of US-enterprises Collins & Porras 
(2002) and Collins & Hansen (2011) point to the ability of enterprises to detect challenges, to 
make deliberate choices of opposing strategic positions and long-term discipline to transfer 
challenges into chances as one central key to competitiveness. 
In this regard, starting with March’s (1991) seminal article about exploration and exploitation, 
recent ideas indicate that tensions need to be seen as chances rather than challenges. The key 
for competitiveness is that enterprises are able to deal with them in a deliberate way. 
Proactive treatment of existing tensions creates room for new strategic alternatives. In 
comparison to the rather reactive contingency view of the market-oriented perspective 
(choosing between strategic alternatives on a rather reactive ground), the recent focus on 
tensions in the behavioral-organizational perspective shifts the discussion away from trade-off 
decisions between strategic and operational alternatives towards dual, proactive and dynamic 
maneuvers of enterprises. This is more suitable for today’s dynamic, competitive business 
environments. Enterprises do not operate in isolation. They are forced to deal with tensions 
resulting from internal or external changes. The core task is to find a meaningful proportion of 
two opposing options along a continuum of both extremes (Johnston & Selsky, 2006).  
Recent research about the proactive treatment of enterprises tensions centers around the 
concept of ambidexterity. Duncan (1976) first developed the term ambidexterity (Latin: ambi: 
both; dexter: favorable) for choosing between alternative enterprise structures for innovation. 
He argued that the tension between different innovation structures can be best overcome by 
temporal shifts between opposing structures. Recently, ambidexterity is strongly linked to the 
exploration/exploitation duality. It has been used to explain a proactive and deliberate 
execution of both exploitative and explorative activities within enterprises. Ambidexterity has 
been linked to high performance (Tushman & O’Reilly, 1996). While trade-off decisions 
between exploration and exploitation in enterprises will always exist, the long-term 
competitiveness will be determined by the enterprises’ ability to cope with this (Gibson & 
Birkinshaw, 2004).  
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There are different concepts of ambidexterity with regard to the tension of exploration and 
exploitation. The right balance of exploitation and exploration can be achieved through 
differentiation (e.g. locating exploitation and exploration in different business units, e.g. 
Tushman & O’Reilly, 1996), task partitioning (mechanistic vs. organic structures in different 
parts of the business, e.g. Adler et al., 1999), temporal separation (where exploitation and 
exploration appear in temporal order, e.g. Duncan, 1976) or in a structure-enhancing 
organizational context (vision, goals, and culture aligned by leaders to business followers, 
e.g. Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; O’Reilly & Tushman, 2008).  
In the meanwhile ambidexterity studies have focused on a wide range of research domains. 
Ambidexterity is studied in the context of innovation (e.g. He & Wong, 2004; Jansen et. al, 
2009; Lavie et al. 2010; Chandrasekaran et al., 2012, Wang & Rafiq 2014), product and 
market development (e.g. Voss & Voss, 2013), internationalization (e.g. Prange & Verdier, 
2011) behavioral alignment (e.g. Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004), individual decision making 
(e.g. Good & Michel, 2013), top management team integration (e.g. Lubatkin et al., 2006) and 
decision making (e.g. Mom et al., 2009; Smith, 2014), learning (e.g. Voss & Voss, 2013) or 
networking (Stadler et al., 2014). Research was conducted in the context of multiunit 
businesses (e.g. Jansen et al., 2009; O’Reilly & Tushman, 2011), family businesses (e.g. 
Moss et al., 2014), or small and medium sized business (e.g. Lubatkin et al., 2006; Voss & 
Voss, 2013). Researchers found evidences that there exist a link of ambidexterity and higher 
performance in terms of sales growth (e.g. He & Wong, 2004; Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; 
O’Reilly & Tushman, 2013; Derbyshire, 2014). No doubt, the ambidexterity research has 
tremendously increased during the last 20 years (O’Reilly & Tushman, 2013).  
2.2.3.3 Recent fragmentation of ambidexterity research and the (almost) 
unaddressed tension of strategic stability and change  
Although the aforementioned solutions of ambidexterity highlight the necessity of considering 
a balance between exploration and exploitation in today’s highly dynamic markets, there are 
several shortcomings of the concept of ambidexterity (Simsek, 2009; Farjoun, 2010; O’Reilly 
& Tushman, 2013): conceptual and methodological inconsistencies, a lack of empirical 
support, and an overestimation of exploration and exploitation as the central tension in 
enterprises.  
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First, there remains a lot of inconsistency with regard to the definitional aspects of 
ambidexterity. The definitional baseline of an ambidextrous organization is that exploration 
and exploitation need to be dealt with deliberately. However, a definition is much dependent 
on the different conceptions of ambidexterity: temporal, structural, differential, contextual etc. 
In this regard, there is a tendency to bring ambidexterity research to more detailed levels of 
analysis, without having established a consistent definition of ambidexterity. Ambidexterity 
researchers conceptualize and analyze underlying organizational issues of ambidexterity such 
as learning, individual decision making, senior team behavior, or networking. Others focus on 
the antecedents and outcomes of ambidexterity, without using a consistent definition of 
ambidexterity. This development hinders the establishment of a coherent definition to further 
develop the concept as O’Reilly & Tushman (2013, p. 326) in their assessment of more than 
15 years on ambidexterity research worry: “The risk […] is that as scholars use the term to 
apply more and more disparate phenomena, the construct itself loses meaning.” Clearly, 
ambidexterity research remains fragmented.   
Second, empirical evidence on ambidexterity remains vague. Recent empirical studies have 
operationalized ambidexterity using different concepts that make a comparison of results 
difficult (O’Reilly & Tushman, 2013). In addition, the link to performance remains under-
investigated, primarily because various ways of operationalization and interpretations make 
uniform résumés difficult.  
Finally and most importantly for a discussion of strategic stability and change, exploration 
and exploitation represent only one type of dual tensions that exist in enterprises (Smith & 
Lewis, 2011; Biloslavo et al., 2013). It is not always suitable to focus on exploration and 
exploitation as the ultimate driving force of competitive success. The tension of exploration 
and exploitation is often linked to innovation. For example Daneels (2002), He & Wong 
(2004), Jansen and colleagues (2009), Andriopoulos & Lewis (2009), Lavie and colleagues 
(2010), Chandrasekaran and colleagues (2012), Derbyshire (2014) or Wang & Rafiq (2014) 
explicitly conceptualize and operationalize ambidexterity with regard to different innovation 
or product development activities referring to exploration as new or radical innovation and 
exploitation as incremental innovation. Studies that put focus on other issues of 
ambidexterity, such as individual behavior or learning, do also link and operationalize 
exploration and exploitation to contrasting innovative activities in the enterprise (e.g. Adler et 
al., 1999; Mom et al., 2009). However, a strong focus on exploration/exploitation and 
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innovation may neglect other strategic issues that an enterprise faces, e.g. cost-efficiency vs. 
differentiation, insourcing vs. outsourcing, centralized vs. decentralized organization, 
standardization vs. mutual adjustments, extrinsic vs. intrinsic motivators (Biloslavo et al., 
2013). 
Moreover, the current view on exploitation and exploration defines both modes as 
incompatible (Farjoun, 2010). A decision for exploration rules out exploitation activities in 
the enterprise and vice versa. This trade-off decision ultimately influences other domains of 
the enterprise. Exploration is linked to change, flexibility, experimentation and innovation 
while exploitation, refers to routinized tasks, low variance and short-term efficiency (O’Reilly 
& Tushman, 2008). In this regard, it remains unspecified in ambidexterity research how a 
reasonable balance of both exploration and exploitation looks like and how it influences the 
enterprise organization (Farjoun, 2010). 
In comparison to the tension of exploration and exploitation, the tension of strategic stability 
and change is seen as a higher level tension determining organizational governance and 
development (Evans, 1992; Leana & Barry, 2000; Farjoun, 2010; Sutherland & Smith, 2011). 
It is not so much linked to innovation but covers the broad field of strategic decisions an 
enterprise faces. Strategic stability and change can coexist insofar that one can enable the 
other: e.g. control of and commitment to a strategy can enable invention and adaptability, 
whereas moderate experimentation, doubt and mindfulness can foster continuous alertness 
and reliability (Leana & Barry, 2000; Farjoun 2010, p. 206). In turn, strategic stability and 
change are mutually reinforcing forces. A conscious choice between strategic stability and 
change does not ultimately rule out the other. It leads to a gradual rebalancing of the 
enterprise strategy which is not as contrarian as exploration or exploitation. This mutually 
reinforcing relationship of strategic stability and change underlines the necessity to perceive 
tensions as dynamic, iterative, relational and simultaneous, as well as within a minimum 
threshold of maintaining a balance between enabling and constraining forces (Sutherland & 
Smith, 2011).  
However, ambidexterity research has not put much attention to strategic stability and change 
as a higher-level tension. It does not concentrate on strategic management and the underlying 
processes in the overall organization (Wulf et al., 2010). Concepts that explicitly mention 
strategic stability and change are to this point mostly conceptual and fail to fully address the 
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underlying strategic management processes. For example, Leana & Barry (2000) discuss the 
different forces of organizational stability and change without referring to the consequences 
and underlying management processes. Schreyögg & Sydow (2010) argue that enterprises 
shift between fully fluid and stable organizational patterns with the help of continuous, 
reflexive scanning of potential threats and chances. Farjoun (2010) develops a view of the 
firm where stability and change are mutually reinforcing. However, how such balancing of 
strategic stability and change is reached and managed is not discussed in detail. All three 
papers are highly conceptual and lack empirical validation.  
Yet, as O’Reilly & Tushman (2013) in a résumé of more than 15 years of research on 
organizational ambidexterity note, future research on ambidexterity should return to higher 
level tensions in the enterprise as the central field of study. Although they explicitly refer to 
the tension of exploration and exploitation as introduced by March (1991), this can be 
interpreted as a call for shifting the ambidexterity discussion to a higher level. Recent 
research (e.g. Leana & Barry, 2000; Schreyögg & Sydow, 2010; Wulf et al., 2010; Farjoun, 
2010) increasingly points to the direction of strategic stability and change as a promising 
higher level tension with regard to long-term competitive advantage. However, being of a 
rather theoretical nature, a comprehensive and empirically backed concept of strategic 
stability and change seems to be only in its infancy.  
In sum, it is the behavioral-organizational perspective that – in comparison to the market- and 
resource-oriented perspective – comes closest to approaching the phenomenon of strategic 
stability and change.  In contrast to the market- and resource-oriented perspective of strategic 
management it has pushed research focus in a more process-oriented direction. Yet, there 
remain ambiguities around the concept of ambidexterity. To what extent exploration and 
exploitation can coexist and interact within the strategic and organizational context needs to 
be clarified. Apparently, ambidexterity research is only beginning to understand the 
underlying organizational management issues of the tensions. As will be shown in the next 
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2.2.4 The dynamic-attentive perspective of competitive advantage 
In an increasingly dynamic environment it becomes more difficult to continually perform high 
because of faster economic and technological changes, and competitive threats (Miller & 
Friesen, 1984; Lissack & Roos, 2001; Burgelman & Grove, 2007; Smith et al., 2010). In 
today’s globalized business world, enterprises find themselves in hypercompetitive, highly 
dynamic, often unpredictable environments (d’Aveni, 1994; Lissack & Roos, 2001; Teece, 
2007, 2012). If an enterprise neglects dynamic environmental changes, this can have negative 
consequences for its performance (Audia et al., 2000).  
This is what strategic management scholars progressively acknowledge. Researchers develop 
new conceptual and methodological ideas about how enterprises can cope with these new 
environmental circumstances. They note that traditional sources of competitive advantage 
(e.g. innovative products, market-positioning and pricing) are not anymore sufficient to secure 
sustainable competitive advantage (Simon, 1993; Teece et al., 1997; Eisenhardt & Martin, 
2000; Helfat et al., 2007; Schreyögg & Kliesch-Eberl, 2007). There is the need for enterprises 
to include dynamics and the management of tensions that arise from dynamics into their 
strategic management.  
2.2.4.1 Dynamic capabilities as a source of competitive advantage 
Central to the dynamic-attentive perspective of competitive advantage is the proactive 
treatment of (highly) dynamic environments in order to develop and maintain 
competitiveness. In this vein David Teece and colleagues (Teece et al., 1990; Teece & Pisano, 
1994) argued that enterprises need to develop dynamic capabilities that have the core function 
of controlling competitive threats. In order to create and maintain a competitive advantage 
over time, enterprises must introduce routines that are entirely designed for leveraging 
opportunities from dynamic competition.  
Such a dynamic capability is a routinized activity through which the organization generates 
and modifies its operating routines in pursuit of improved effectiveness (Zollo & Winter, 
2002). In general, capabilities are seen as higher-level routines within an organizational 
context. According to Teece (2007), dynamic capabilities are the enterprise’s ability to sense 
opportunities and threats, to seize opportunities and to maintain competitiveness. This 
happens through enhancing and reconfiguring the enterprise’s intangible and tangible assets 
(Teece, 2007). Hence, dynamic capabilities have a proactive and dynamic supposition. In 
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comparison to ordinary capabilities – which involve administrative, operational and 
governance-related functions to complete currently planned tasks – dynamic capabilities 
allow an enterprise to change and update within a dynamic environment, to proactively create 
changes in the market, to improve and align intra-organizational capabilities, to enhance the 
speed in which an enterprise is able to detect and modify changes, and provide the enterprise 
with a new set of decision options (Wilden et al., 2013; Teece, 2014). According to Augier & 
Teece (2009) dynamic capabilities depend on proper understanding at the managerial-
entrepreneurial level. Teece (2012) underlines that dynamic capabilities significantly depend 
on the entrepreneurial management.  
In this regard, the dynamic-attentive perspective of competitive advantage combines the 
market-, resource- and the behavioral-organizational perspective of strategic management. It 
is grounded on the unique resource argument of Penrose (1959) and Barney (1991) and has 
significant links to the market-oriented view since market dynamics are the driving forces for 
dynamic capabilities. It intensively builds on the behavioral-organizational dimension because 
enterprises are seen as complex adaptive systems that struggle with multiple strategic decision 
options (Teece, 2007). Furthermore, dynamic capabilities are meta-routines that steer and 
develop enterprise and influence the decision-making of enterprise agents. Teece and 
colleagues also include other streams of economic research such as entrepreneurship, 
transaction cost theory, or the economic theory of coordination (Augier & Teece, 2009). 
Hence, research on dynamic capabilities responds to calls of many strategic management 
scholars to develop multidimensional and interdisciplinary theoretical frameworks of 
sustainable competitive advantage.  
How do such dynamic capabilities look like? Teece (2007) refers to the three central premises 
of dynamic capabilities: sensing is related to the continuous scanning, searching, exploring 
and investment in activities to identify new market and product trends. Seizing refers to the 
ability of choosing among different options, making appropriate investment choices, 
maintaining and improving technological competence, the definition of new 
commercialization strategies, a setting of new enterprise boundaries, the building of 
commitment around updated plans, the management of complements and platforms, as well as 
avoiding bias, delusion, and deception. Finally, reconfiguring describes the recombination of 
assets and resources, achieving decentralization, managing cospecialization or complementary 
assets, learning, knowledge-sharing and corporate governance.  
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2.2.4.2 The link between dynamic capabilities and ambidexterity 
It is here that the dynamic-attentive perspective merges with the behavioral-organizational 
perspective of sustainable competitive advantage. In recent publications researchers name the 
underlying solutions for organizational ambidexterity a dynamic capability (O’Reilly & 
Tushman, 2008; Simsek, 2009; Raisch et al., 2009; Jansen et al., 2012; Turner & Lee-Kelley, 
2012; Klarner & Raisch, 2013).  
In fact, taking a closer look ambidexterity and dynamic capabilities share many aspects. Both 
approaches deal with how enterprises can make use of chances and challenges that arise from 
dynamic environments and the tensions they create. Whereas dynamic capabilities research 
looks at the processes how enterprises proactively deal with dynamic tensions, ambidexterity 
research elaborates on the ratio of sometimes conflicting activities. Both concepts are 
essentially based on microfoundations. Microfoundations are individuals, processes, 
interactions and structure of an organization. They are seen as a source of competitiveness 
since they are responsible for the functioning of an enterprise at the most aggregate level of 
analysis (Salvato & Rerup, 2011; Felin et al., 2012). Dynamic capabilities and ambidexterity 
research do reflect this in the importance of the entrepreneur or senior team whose task it is to 
control, and stimulate the proactive treatment of different tensions, and align the enterprise 
structure accordingly (e.g. Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; Lubatkin et al., 2006; Teece, 2007, 
2012; O’Reilly & Tushman, 2008; Jansen et al., 2009; Mom et al., 2009).  
O’Reilly and Tushman (2008) develop a framework where organizational ambidexterity – 
defined as a set of senior team actions and processes – is substantially linked to  the sensing, 
seizing and reconfiguring of dynamic capabilities (Teece, 2007). In their view, sensing 
includes routines of competitive intelligence, establishing forums for the discussion of new 
opportunities, a balance of centralization and decentralization, control to encourage feedback, 
a culture of openness, the commitment of resources, and long-term thinking. Seizing is 
described as crafting a vision and strategy, ensuring proper organizational alignments, 
deciding on proper resource allocation and timing, developing consensus among a senior 
team, and developing proper learning regimes. Finally, reconfiguring refers to committing 
resources on a long-term basis, designing organizational systems, incentives and structures 
that permit targeted integration across organizational units, and the appropriate staffing of 
these units. Their framework of organizational ambidexterity consists of the following five 
senior team actions and processes: the strategic intent about ambidexterity, the articulation of 
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a proper vision, the consensus of the senior team on strategic choices and its relentless 
communication, the targeted integration of separated exploration and exploitation units, and 
ambidextrous leadership to tolerate and resolve tensions. In an empirical test of these five 
propositions, O’Reilly & Tushman (2011) found in semi-structured interviews with 15 
enterprise CEOs that high-performing enterprises differ from low-performing enterprises in 
all aspects, except the strategic intent for ambidexterity. 
While the approach of O’Reilly & Tushman (2008, 2011) seems to make an important point 
about the different behavior of high and low-performers in terms of an ambidextrous 
organization, their concept of organizational ambidexterity includes only some of the 
activities they conceptualized for sensing, seizing, and reconfiguring in their paper. In this 
regard it is striking that O’Reilly & Tushman (2008) comprehensively review the underlying 
activities of dynamic capabilities, but they do not clarify why they left out some dynamic 
capabilities in their ambidexterity concept which seem to be equally important for managing 
strategic tensions in the enterprises, e.g. competitive intelligence, a balance of centralization 
and decentralization, encouraging feedback, or learning. Their focus on senior-team actions 
and processes shifts attention away from other relevant management processes of sensing, 
seizing and reconfiguring that take place in the entire organization. Using O’Reilly & 
Tushman’s (2008, 2011) framework not much is known about the effects of ambidexterity 
and dynamic capabilities on the entire enterprise organization. In this regard, ambidexterity 
and dynamic capabilities are not only an issue of leadership, but affect the entire organization 
and its internal and external stakeholders (Witt, 2007; Schreyögg & Sydow, 2010). 
Employees, customers or external partners can have an important impact on the enterprise 
strategy when they detect chances or challenges and are committed to enhance the enterprise. 
This has been also observed in research on high-performing enterprises, discussed in chapter 
2.1 (e.g. Barringer et al., 2005; Simon, 2007; Gabrielsson et al., 2008). The focus on senior-
team actions in most ambidexterity and dynamic capabilities research neglects the complexity 
of processes happening in the enterprise organization as a whole.    
Furthermore, the link between ambidexterity and dynamic capabilities has not been further 
developed since then (O’Reilly & Tushman, 2008). Although most researchers acknowledge 
the conceptual link between dynamic capabilities and ambidexterity as theoretically 
compelling (Simsek, 2009; Raisch et al., 2009; Jansen et al., 2012; Turner & Lee-Kelley, 
2012; Klarner & Raisch, 2013), it is not clear how these capabilities in connection with 
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ambidexterity concretely look like, how they work in practice, how they interact in the 
organization, and which one is more important than the other with regard to sustainable high 
performance. Clearly, there remain open issues about dynamic capabilities which have an 
influence on the link to ambidexterity.  
2.2.4.3 Open issues regarding dynamic capabilities and ambidexterity 
While the combination of ambidexterity as a dynamic capability is a very promising avenue to 
understand how enterprises deal with dynamic tensions, so far it has not seen many 
conceptual or empirical contributions. After Teece (2007) and O’Reilly & Tushman (2008) 
described what routines, processes or activities may stand behind dynamic capabilities, no 
research on ambidexterity has further developed and analyzed the underlying management 
activities. The attempt to combine both approaches seems to suffer from the complexity that 
dynamic capabilities and ambidexterity bring with. There remains inconsistency in the mutual 
understanding of ambidexterity as a dynamic capability.  
These conceptual limitations provoke recent criticism on dynamic capabilities. Kraatz and 
Zajac (2001) criticize the dynamic capabilities framework (Teece et al., 1997) for being vague 
and elusive. Ahrend and Bromley (2009) criticize dynamic capabilities for having no 
theoretical grounding, unclear definitions and no empirical back up. Eisenhardt & Martin 
(2000) argue that it is not dynamic capabilities per se that constitute high performance. Most 
critiques however refer to a tautology problem of dynamic capabilities and performance 
(Williamson, 1999): every high-performing enterprise will have dynamic capabilities in place, 
as much as every enterprise with dynamic capabilities will be high-performing. This tautology 
problem can also be referred to the combination of ambidexterity as a dynamic capability. In 
this regard, without a clear and consolidated definition and operationalization of dynamic 
capabilities and ambidexterity, the link to performance remains vague.  
Helfat & Peteraf (2009) – in their particular response to Ahrend and Bromley’s (2009) 
criticism – underline that the framework has improved since its initial consideration some 20 
years ago. In the meanwhile there are first considerations how dynamic capabilities could 
look like (Teece, 2007; O’Reilly & Tushman, 2008), e.g. enterprise processes to tap 
innovation, monitoring and decision-making, governance, knowledge management, 
decentralization and cospecialization. Dynamic capabilities are found to be cost-intensive and 
context-dependent (Teece, 2012). An organic and decentralized structure (less formal, less 
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hierarchical, less mechanistic, less precise division of labor, lower degree of formality and 
rules) supports the effects of dynamic capabilities on performance (Protogerou et al., 2012; 
Wilden et al., 2013). In this regard, it has been proven that dynamic capabilities have at least 
an indirect impact on enterprise performance in terms of financial solvency and sales growth 
(Wilden et al., 2013). However, several central questions remain unanswered and call for 
more research on the link between dynamic capability, the management of enterprise tensions 
and enterprise performance.  
In summary, the dynamic-attentive perspective of strategic management concentrates on how 
enterprises deal with highly dynamic and challenging environments. The central research 
question is how the sustainable competitive advantage can be kept in dynamic environments 
over time. The dynamic-attentive perspective is a multidimensional concept and borrows 
significantly from the market-, resource- and behavioral-organizational perspective of 
strategic management. It is a response to increasingly globalized, dynamic and competitive 
markets. Key to competitiveness are meta-routines that are able to continuously adapt the 
enterprise to changing markets. The entrepreneur-manager has a core responsibility to 
properly implement, set and control dynamic capabilities. Consequently, the dynamic-
attentive paradigm sees strategic management as a proactive and reactive, structured and 
dynamic activity. In comparison to its theoretical predecessors – and especially in 
combination with ambidexterity – it comes closest to providing a complex and dynamic 
framework of enterprise competiveness.  
However, the dynamic-attentive perspective is not yet able to clarify three central issues about 
such capabilities. First, it remains little explored what dynamic meta-capabilities concretely 
are. Wilden and colleagues (2013) develop a first scale for testing dynamic capabilities 
empirically, borrowing from Teece’s (2007) theoretical contribution on the microfoundations 
of dynamic capabilities. O’Reilly & Tushman (2008) also elaborate on what the sensing, 
seizing and reconfiguring could look like, but they do include only a small selection of senior-
team processes into their concept of organizational ambidexterity. All in all, dynamic 
capabilities are a very broad set of high-level routines and processes an enterprise needs to 
take into account in order to proactively deal with dynamic environments. With regard to 
research on dynamic capabilities and ambidexterity, this complexity makes it difficult to 
determine a universally understood definition and conceptualization (O’Reilly & Tushman, 
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2013). This has also an impact on the empirical analysis of dynamic capabilities because the 
broad understanding leads to diverse operationalizations of a high number of variables. The 
difficulty to operationalize both, dynamic capabilities and ambidexterity, and to test the 
complex set of variables empirically shows that there remain some conceptual ambiguities. 
Conceptual ambiguities and a lack of empirical support within the field of ambidexterity and 
dynamic capabilities research have not been fully resolved. Most importantly, if 
ambidexterity research explicitly links the management of tensions to dynamic capabilities, 
then this is a substantial deficit. 
A second unanswered issue refers to how such capabilities are actually installed in the 
enterprise. Since enterprises are complex organization, it is a central question how they 
organize such meta-routines, especially in the light of the discussion about the 
microfoundational roots of ambidexterity and dynamic capabilities. Teece (2012, 2014), 
Gibson & Birkinshaw (2004) or O’Reilly & Tushman (2008) explicitly point to the role of the 
entrepreneur-manager to set, concert and align meta-capabilities, but there is no conceptual or 
empirical work on how high-performing enterprises organize the complex set of dynamic 
capabilities, and in consequence how such capabilities interact and affect enterprise followers. 
Ambidexterity research does not deliver more clarity to that issue. Mom et al. (2009) refer to 
a combination of formal and informal coordination techniques used by enterprise managers in 
order to be able to pursue both exploration and exploitation. However, they do not clarify how 
these techniques look like and what kind of effects they have on enterprise performance. It 
remains vague how ambidexterity and dynamic capabilities affect the enterprise organization 
and its stakeholders. In fact, neither ambidexterity nor dynamic capabilities clearly touch the 
issue of corporate governance and the multiple stakeholder relationships in and outside 
enterprises in relation to strategic stability and change. Since Teece (2007) defines dynamic 
capabilities as not easily imitable for competitors, the underlying organizational patterns 
remain underdeveloped.  
Third, in consequence it remains vague how dynamic capabilities or ambidexterity really 
influence enterprise performance (Raisch et al., 2009; Wilden et al., 2013; O’Reilly & 
Tushman, 2013). Although it has been found that ambidexterity (e.g. O’Reilly & Tushman, 
2013 for a summary of empirical findings) and dynamic capabilities (e.g. Wilden et al., 2013 
for an overview on empirical findings) directly or indirectly contribute to high performance, 
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the comparability of results is not always possible because dependent and independent 
variables are operationalized differently under different settings. Departing from the 
theoretical and conceptual complexity of the issues, there is some inconsistency regarding 
empirical support for an impact of dynamic capabilities and ambidexterity and their 
functioning within an enterprise on enterprise performance.  
In sum, the dynamic-attentive perspective does not directly answer how (high-performing) 
enterprises deal with strategic stability and change. However, the discourse on dynamic 
capabilities and ambidexterity and their impact on sustainable competitive advantage have 
reached a promising point of discussion. This in turn raises the questions of what is actually 
missing in the complex field of research. 
2.3 Missing streams of research related to strategic stability and change 
As could be shown throughout the journey of more than 50 years of research on competitive 
advantage of enterprises, the different perspectives became increasingly interrelated. In 
today’s highly dynamic business environment key to long-term competitiveness, the “holy 
grail” of sustainable competitive advantage, as Helfat & Peteraf (2009, p. 91) put it, seems to 
rely on multiple and complex concepts. Each of the presented basic concepts of strategic 
management has its merit for the discussion of what distinguishes high from low-performing 
enterprises in today’s business world. 
The market oriented-perspective has pointed to the fact that enterprises must find a proper 
competitive position within a given market environment establishing a fit of strategy and 
market. This has been complemented by the resource-oriented perspective that puts focus on 
all enterprise resources as the primary source of competitive difference. The behavioral-
organizational perspective added what actually happens over time in enterprises, pointing to 
the complex set of behaviors, routines, capabilities, tensions and choices that enterprises need 
to deal with. Finally, today’s strategic management and organization scholars increasingly 
acknowledge that the key for competitiveness depends not only on the market positioning, the 
resource outline or a reasonable behavioral structure but also on a deliberate attention towards 
challenges and chances that enable enterprises to proactively shape markets. As much as 
markets became more complex, globalized and competitive, as much interrelated are the 
scientific explanations for sustainable competitive advantage.  
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Yet, while all concepts significantly shape the discussion about sustainable competitive 
advantage, none of the presented concepts fully describes what happens within enterprises, 
what processes are at work and how enterprises can proactively position themselves in the 
long run regarding the stability of strategies as well as necessary strategic changes. The 
market-oriented and resource-oriented perspectives neglect a dynamic view of the firm. This 
has been substantially challenged by the behavioral-organizational view of the firm. However, 
all concepts run short of a clear explanation about the management of enterprise tensions in 
highly dynamic business environments. The introduction of dynamic capabilities takes a step 
further. Yet, as has been shown, there remain substantial conceptual and definitional 
shortcomings as well as a lack of empirical support in relation to performance. Hence, the 
processes within enterprises that lead to sustainable competitive advantage in today’s highly 
dynamic markets constitute at least partially a black box. Figure 6 illustrates the summarized 
findings of the different schools of research on sustainable competitive advantage.  
Figure 6: Overview and relationship between existing perspectives of sustainable competitive advantage in 
highly dynamic markets and open issues, own compilation 
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Regarding the link to performance, the recent developments towards more complex, 
multidimensional and dynamic explanations of competitive advantage make it more difficult 
to reach comparable and uniformly accepted empirical results. Especially empirical analysis 
on ambidexterity and dynamic capabilities remains rather diffused and unconsolidated, due to 
the fact that the concepts are conceptualized and operationalized differently. Researchers 
increasingly argue that new empirical approaches apart from conventional case studies or 
quantitative models should be applied in order to deal with the complexity of the underlying 
processes in today’s dynamic business environments. The difficulty of operationalizing 
complex, dynamic and interrelated models raises calls for a mix of qualitative, quantitative, 
configurational and experimental research designs (e.g. Venkatraman, 2008; Lavie et al., 
2010; Shamir, 2011).  Clearly, complexity seems to hinder both conceptual and empirical 
breakthroughs in the analysis of competitive advantage in today’s highly dynamic business 
world.  
While the four perspectives of strategic management research are both compelling and 
promising, the recent inconsistencies in research must be seen in the light of complexity of 
sustainable competitive advantage in today’s globalized, dynamic economy. There is no such 
thing like the golden way of competitive advantage under such circumstances. All and 
foremost, enterprise competitiveness depends on the business model and strategy of an 
enterprise. This is influenced by multiple internal, environmental, entrepreneurial and 
organizational factors. Research on entrepreneurship has substantially outlined that manifold 
and complex factors are responsible whether an idea becomes profitable in the long run (e.g. 
Sarasvathy et al., 2003; Shane & Eckhart, 2003). Research on high-performing enterprises 
shows that there are multiple and interrelated factors leading to high performance over time.  
At this stage it remains unclear and empirically vague how multiple factors interact. 
Therefore, it is not easy to understand the difference of high and low-performing enterprises 
in the long run. Recent shortcomings in conceptualizing the complex strategic choices of 
high-performing enterprises over time or the inconsistencies in ambidexterity and dynamic 
capabilities research show that this is not an easy exercise.  
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Starting here, this thesis argues that research should concentrate on one existential tension at 
the highest possible organizational level: the enterprise strategy. I depart from findings that 
the management of enterprise tensions and of dynamic capabilities is a key to long-term 
competitiveness.  
The rationale for this argumentation lies at the role of the strategy. Strategy defines values, 
long-term objectives and substantially constitutes the raison d’être of any enterprise 
organization in the long-run (Mintzberg et al., 2003). As outlined, the dualism of stability and 
change at the strategic level of an enterprise can be described as a higher level tension to 
organizational governance and development (Evans, 1992; Leana & Barry, 2000; Farjoun, 
2010; Sutherland & Smith, 2011). A reasonable ratio of strategic stability and change and the 
underlying steering processes serve as a guideline for resources, routines and tensions. 
Strategic stability and change represents an existential tension, whereas dualities like cores 
business vs. diversification, scale vs. scope, competition vs. collaboration, insourcing vs. 
outsourcing, or centralized vs. decentralized organization have a rather operational nature. 
While different tensions such as exploration or exploitation may be resolved at a business unit 
or temporal level, strategic stability and change have to be continuously balanced at the 
leadership level. While tensions at a lower level of an enterprise often come as fully 
inconsistent, a reasonable balance of strategic stability and change is very much needed to 
keep an overall consistency of an enterprise. Consequently, choosing between a certain ratio 
of strategic stability and change influences other tensions at the enterprise.  
Although most concepts of dynamic capabilities and ambidexterity have pointed to the senior 
team, entrepreneurial management or leadership level as a source of control for tensions in 
enterprises, the link to strategy, the strategic management processes and techniques have not 
yet been fully explored (Wulf et al., 2010). Recent research on ambidexterity strongly focuses 
on structural differentiation solutions and the accompanying senior team behavior. There are 
only minor links to strategic management. Given the inconsistencies, fragmentation, and lack 
of empirical evidence in ambidexterity and dynamic capabilities research so far, a gap 
remains between strategy and strategic management on the one hand as well as ambidexterity 
and dynamic capabilities on the other. Lately, this missing link has been emphasized by Teece 
(2014) who argues that the dynamic capabilities framework must be always combined with a 
strong strategy. 
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As mentioned, O'Reilly & Tushman (2008) come closest to a strategic perspective of 
ambidexterity in identifying necessary actions that are related with the three elements of 
dynamic capabilities sensing, seizing, and reconfiguring as defined by Teece et al. (1997, 
2007). They could show that high-performing enterprises indeed differ from low-performing 
peers in how the senior team establishes suitable structures based on vision, consensus of the 
senior team, the targeted integration of separated units, and ambidextrous leadership to 
tolerate and resolve tensions. However, in their conception of organizational ambidexterity, 
they do not fully apply the underlying management processes around sensing, seizing and 
reconfiguring that are related to strategic management such as analyzing, formulating, 
implementing, controlling and evaluating a strategy under dynamic circumstances. Moreover, 
a strong focus on senior-team processes neglects other effects of ambidexterity and dynamic 
capabilities at the follower level of the enterprise. In detail, it remains vague how precisely 
enterprises sense, seize and reconfigure over time in order to balance strategic tensions, how 
capabilities interact and which one is more important than the other. In addition, with regard 
to the analysis of strategic stability and change, their conceptualization refers to rather large 
enterprises, with complex and more hierarchical units. While it has been found that there exist 
differences in the strategic decision making processes of small and large enterprises (Voss & 
Voss, 2013), at this point of discussion large enterprises may be at the wrong end of the 
ambidexterity discourse: a discussion that assumes less structural complexity in enterprises 
may open more insights about how ambidexterity works as a key source of competitive 
advantage. 
Other concepts which focus on the ambidexterity of different strategic options in enterprises 
also do not refer to the underlying combination of strategic management processes within the 
organization. They do not concentrate on a ratio of strategic stability and change, but rather on 
dual strategic choices for example in the field of innovation (e.g. He & Wong, 2004; Jansen 
et. al, 2009; Lavie et al. 2010; Chandrasekaran et al., 2012, Wang & Rafiq 2014), product and 
market development (e.g. Voss & Voss, 2013), internationalization (e.g. Prange & Verdier, 
2011) behavioral alignment (e.g. Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004), individual decision making 
(e.g. Good & Michel, 2013), top management team integration (e.g. Lubatkin et al., 2006), 
decision-making (e.g. Mom et al., 2009) and learning (e.g. Voss & Voss, 2013). However, the 
underlying management processes how a ratio between tensions is reached in the organization 
are underdeveloped.  
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Scholars that explicitly use the notion of strategic ambidexterity do not engage in a 
comprehensive discussion on how enterprises manage strategic tensions. Aulakh & Sarkar 
(2005, p. 4) define strategic ambidexterity as “a firm’s ability to combine exploration and 
exploitation strategies across product, market and resource domains”. Building on this, 
Judge & Blocker (2008, p. 916) conceptualize strategic ambidexterity “as the ability to 
simultaneously explore and effectively pursue new market opportunities while efficiently 
exploiting new markets.” However, their focus lies on the questions why and under which 
condition ambidexterity appears, rather than how this happens inside the enterprise. It takes 
ambidexterity for granted and does not say much about the underlying processes how strategic 
ambidexterity is actually reached. Moreover, the proposed issues of strategic ambidexterity 
are not empirically tested.  
Concepts that recognize a reasonable balance between stability and change at the overall 
strategic level of enterprises are to this point only conceptual and do not expatiate on the 
underlying strategic management processes. For example Schreyögg & Sydow (2010) build 
an alternative concept based on system thinking and structuration theory that sees enterprises 
between fully fluid and stable organizations with the help of continuous, reflexive scanning of 
potential threats and chances. Farjoun (2010) develops a view of the firm where stability and 
change are mutually enforcing. Control can enable design and invention, routines and 
formulization help manage the non-routine, and commitment and specialization enhance 
adaptability. On the other hand, redundancy and loose coupling increase reliability, moderate 
experimentation mitigates drastic failure, and doubt and mindfulness foster security and 
continuity.   
While all these concepts provide first insights for the management of strategic stability and 
change in enterprises, it still runs short of explaining how routines and capabilities act 
together, whether one is more important than the other, how they act over time, and how such 
elements should look like in relation to performance. How can we assume that different units 
of exploration or exploitation interact (structural ambidexterity and differentiation), or that 
the management shifts between phases of exploration and exploitation (temporal 
ambidexterity), or that individuals fully understand their role in the exploration-exploitation 
continuum (structural ambidexterity) when we do not know about the underlying strategic 
decision and management processes? How is it possible to draw a link to performance when 
we do not know how such a complex set of operational and dynamic capabilities, routines and 
Chapter 2: Literature Review and Conceptual Background                                                                                     56 
 
strategic management processes interact? In fact, in their résumé including more than 15 years 
of research on organizational ambidexterity, O’Reilly & Tushman (2013, p. 325) conclude 
that the way how organizational ambidexterity is managed and organized still constitutes a 
blind spot in current research.  
One promising path to address this dilemma is to develop a framework of a steering 
mechanism of strategic tensions in enterprises. In this regard, the term mechanism refers to a 
deliberate system and should not be confused with mechanistic structures per se. It should 
include a discussion about the strategic decision making and underlying strategic management 
processes (Teece et al., 1997; Wulf et al., 2010; Bea & Haas, 2013) and orient around the 
sensing, seizing and reconfiguring of dynamic capabilities (Teece, 2007, 2012; O’Reilly & 
Tushman, 2008). This includes the leadership level, enterprise objectives and values, as well 
as the overall control and integration techniques along the long-term dynamic behavior of 
enterprises (Witt, 2007). If we want to understand the long-term behavioral, organizational 
and strategic maneuver of high-performing enterprises, it is time to put a strategic roof over 
the discussion of ambidexterity.  
Such an approach attempts to overcome the recent fragmentation of ambidexterity research 
and curtails the complexity of the issue in relation to performance. It essentially follows 
recent calls of research for a stronger consideration of multidimensional and time-sensitive 
models of sustainable competitive advantage. It also puts focus to the interaction and 
coordination of leaders and followers of the enterprise, answering recent calls for a stronger 
inclusion of enterprise microfoundations (Felin & Foss, 2009). Throughout this chapter it 
became clear that the understanding of enterprises, management and competitiveness in 
today’s business environment is a complex and multidisciplinary exercise. Until now there is 
an almost unanimous call for multidisciplinarity from scholars of the market-oriented 
perspective (e.g. Mintzberg, 1994; Zou & Cavusgil, 1996; Hoskisson et al., 1999; Mahoney & 
McGahan, 2007), resource-oriented (e.g. Locket et al., 2009; Kraaijenbrink et al., 2010; 
Barney et al., 2011), behavioral-organizational (e.g. Teece, 1994, 2007; Argote & Greve, 
2007; Raisch & Birkinshaw, 2008; Gavetti, 2012; Turner et al., 2013; O’Reilly & Tushman, 
2013) towards the dynamic attentive perspective of strategic management (e.g. Farjoun, 2002; 
Helfat & Peteraf, 2009; Teece, 2012, 2014). Calls for multidisciplinary, dynamic and complex 
approaches persist in current research of ambidexterity (e.g. O’Reilly & Tushman, 2008, 
2013; Jansen et al., 2009; Simsek, 2009), including the level of microfoundational analysis 
(e.g. Smith & Lewis, 2011; Sutherland & Smith, 2011).  
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Also, since we speak about time-sensitive concepts, a deeper understanding of the underlying 
strategic management processes as well as the organization of such processes within 
enterprises is a promising path to better understand the complexity of sustainable, competitive 
advantage. A time dimension – how actors in an enterprise behave and coordinate over time, 
or alternatively which aspects remain stable or change in a given time-frame – has become 
increasingly important. At the same time, researchers are reluctant to include a complex, 
dynamic time-perspective of competitive advantage because empirical research over time is 
cost-intensive, intricate and time-consuming (Titus et al., 2011; Shamir, 2011). However, in 
order to answer questions about a ratio of strategic stability and change, any conceptualization 
on it should be as much dynamically oriented as possible.  
This has also important implications for methodological aspects. Since it is a complex task to 
follow enterprises throughout their journey along the competitiveness path in dynamic 
environments, researchers increasingly advocate combined approaches of qualitative, 
quantitative, configurational and experimental designs (e.g. Venkatraman, 2008; Lavie et al., 
2010; Shamir, 2011).  In addition, in order to explore and explain complex argumentative 
relationships, researchers should make use of the existing empirical methods used in other 
disciplines. In an iterative way to confront the research question with various methodologies, 
they should keep in mind the equifinality of complex configurational settings.  
In sum, with regard to the examination of sustainable competitive advantage all four 
presented perspectives of strategic management clearly deliver useful insights. Therefore, a 
steering mechanism of strategic stability and change should depart from the conceptions 
identified so far. This multidimensionality serves as an important starting point (cp. figure 7).  
Yet, the complexity also limits the explanatory power of current models and signals the 
necessity for alternative concepts of the management of strategic tensions. In my conclusion 
none of the three research questions as formulated in chapter 1 is answered by existing 
research so far: none of the aforementioned perspectives does explicitly refer to strategic 
stability and change and the underlying steering processes. It remains unclear how a 
mechanism of balancing strategic stability and change could look like and how the different 
elements interact. In turn, it remains unclear in how far there exist differences between high 
and low-performing enterprises regarding a steering mechanism of strategic stability and 
change. It is therefore necessary to develop an alternative framework of strategic 
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ambidexterity. Such a multidimensional approach has the potential to open the black box of 
sustainable competitive advantage in highly dynamic markets a bit further. Because some 
enterprises thrive over a long-term period of time and show particular settings of strategic 
stability and change, this seems to be a promising exercise.  
Figure 7: Multiple dimensions for the analysis of sustainable competitive advantage in highly dynamic markets: 
starting point for building the framework of a mechanism for managing strategic stability and change, own 
compilation 
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3. Toward a multidimensional framework of balancing strategic 
stability and change: a steering mechanism 
As presented in chapter 2, the sustainable competitive advantage of enterprises in today’s 
dynamic business world has been ambiguously discussed in strategic management research 
over the years. Recently, concepts on ambidextrous organizations and dynamic capabilities 
have contributed to this by discussing the challenges of balancing tensions in enterprises as 
well as how enterprise can take advantage of dynamic markets. However, some central issues 
remain unclear and limit the explanatory power of this promising field of research. Above all, 
it remains ambiguous how high-performing enterprises actually manage strategic tensions and 
how they sense and seize opportunities in dynamic markets, and reconfigure their 
organization appropriately if changes are necessary. In their attempt to approach these issues, 
recent conceptions suffer from a definitional, conceptual and empirical complexity.  
For a better understanding of the underlying processes of ambidexterity and dynamic 
capabilities it makes sense to lift the discussion about tensions to the highest possible 
organizational level. This is where the concept of the enterprise strategy comes into play. It is 
here that the overall values and objectives of an enterprise are defined. In comparison to the 
tension of exploration and exploitation as introduced by March (1991), the concept of the 
enterprise strategy has several advantages. Above all, it serves as an important anchor for the 
enterprise because it influences all other processes and resources in the enterprise now and in 
the future (Mintzberg et al., 2003) and refers to the underlying strategic management 
processes. Also, the stability or change of an enterprise strategy does not come as a strict 
duality but can be mutually reinforcing (Farjoun, 2010). While exploration and exploitation 
often lead to more detailed tiers of analysis, such as different enterprise units, strategic 
stability and change refer to a higher, steering level of the enterprise. By concentrating on the 
enterprise strategy as the domain of a higher level strategic tension, recent fragmentation of 
ambidexterity research may be curtailed.  
I therefore develop an alternative conceptualization of strategic ambidexterity. Strategic 
ambidexterity is defined as a deliberate mechanism in an enterprise to detect, monitor, steer, 
coordinate and balance stability and change of the enterprise strategy. Such strategic 
ambidexterity steers and controls all other routines, tensions and processes in an enterprise. It 
combines different levels of the enterprise organization with strategic decision making and 
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strategic management processes. In contrast to earlier definitions of strategic ambidexterity 
(Aulakh & Sarkar, 2005; Judge & Blocker, 2008) it does not take ambidexterity for granted, 
but focuses on the underlying mechanism that is able to facilitate a reasonable ambidextrous 
behavior between strategic stability and change. I my perception, this has been under-
developed in research so far. By analyzing the underlying mechanism of steering strategic 
stability and change in a systematic manner, it can be explored how enterprises organize 
themselves to deal with tensions. The idea is to shed some light on the interaction of elements 
in the mechanism in relation to sustainable high performance in today’s dynamic business 
world.   
3.1 From stocktaking to a mechanism of strategic ambidexterity 
As has been shown, today’s business world is substantially dynamic (D’Aveni, 1994; 
Schreyögg & Sydow, 2010). This means that today’s enterprises need to deal with changing 
environments in a pace that is more dynamic than ever. On the basis of Miller & Friesen’s 
(1984) observation of life cycles in enterprises, change is defined as an external or internal 
event that disturbs an organization in more or less well-functioning business routines. Even 
though an enterprise has started as a young business with a given business model, it will be 
exposed to internal and external challenges along the way.  
The list of possible challenges in dynamic environments is exhaustive. Challenges can result 
from unexpected growth, new competitors entering a market, new regulatory frameworks, 
sinking demand of a product, or skill shortages. In today’s globalized business world 
enterprises find themselves in hypercompetitive, highly dynamic, often unpredictable 
environments (d’Aveni 1994; Audia et al., 2000; Lissack & Roos, 2001). As Teece (2010) 
argued, in practice there is no such thing as equilibrium where a given setting of business 
objectives is always the best fitted. Consequently, each enterprise needs to consider how to 
deal with continuous imbalances.  
Each change of internal or external conditions can be seen as a challenge for the enterprise 
and its stakeholders. Challenges evoke a reaction in enterprises since they provoke existing 
business objectives and organizational routines. For example the entrance of a new competitor 
can challenge the product of an enterprise as well as the processes how a product is developed 
and marketed. In this sense challenges affect stakeholders of an organization. They challenge 
decision makers of an enterprise who need to decide what happens to the enterprise strategy 
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as much as they challenge internal and external followers of an organization (different 
stakeholders of an enterprise, e.g. employees or customers) who need to adapt to new 
strategies and the values it produces. In any case, an enterprise must realize that there is a 
challenge, and ideally react on it in a way defending or strengthening its competitiveness 
(Adner & Helfat, 2003).  
Challenges have an impact on the stability and change of enterprise strategies. As recent 
examples of high-performing enterprises show, an increasing number of challenges in 
dynamic business environments require more frequent strategic revisions than earlier: Simon 
(1996) showed that Hidden Champions in Germany, Austria and Switzerland are significantly 
shaped through long-term and ambitious objectives over decades. Using enterprise data of the 
1990s Collins & Porras (2002) refer to persistent, visionary business strategies of US-
companies. Most of their enterprises held their business model and strategies stable over a 
very long period of time.
 
In later case-based research Simon (2012) and Collins & Hansen 
(2011) report about slight, particulate or even radical changes in strategies of high-performing 
enterprises due to increasingly dynamic, globalized markets. In a related vein, researchers of 
High Growth Enterprises and Born Globals latterly underline the necessity for flexible 
strategic adjustments in dynamic environments (Gabrielsson et al., 2008; Janczak & Bares, 
2010; Parker et al., 2010; Prange & Verdier, 2011). Increasing competition, more dynamic 
and globalized markets and related chances and threats force high-performing enterprises to 
overwork their strategies and business models. However, this does not mean that they must 
change radically. Slight or incremental changes are also present in business practices of high-
performing enterprises over the years (Janczak & Bares, 2010; Collins & Hansen, 2011; 
Simon, 2012).  
The reality of enterprise life cycles shows that strategic stability and change are phenomena 
that enterprises need to deal with along the way to performance and profitability. Once they 
have found an auspicious business model that proved to be successful, dynamic environments 
force them to be continuously attentive towards competitive challenges and chances. Hence, 
given business model and strategy are continuously challenged. In times of highly dynamic 
markets this calls for a proactive, continuous and overarching competence to be able to defend 
or enhance competitiveness at any time. As some enterprises prove to be high-performing 
over decades, a certain combination of strategic stability and change seems to make a 
difference. 
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Consequently, I argue that high-performing enterprises do not deal with strategic stability and 
change accidently. Quite on the contrary, I assume that they proactively prevent their high-
performing core business model from radical changes by establishing a mechanism that 
allows them to deliberately and continuously detect changes and proactively include such 
changes at the strategic and organizational level. This allows them to treat changes also as 
new business chances, and not only as threats. However, this does not imply that a business 
model is continuously and progressively updated. It rather means that some elements, such as 
core responsibilities, operating principles or quality standards may remain stable as long as 
possible, while other elements may be encouraged to be more flexible in order to defend the 
core business model, e.g. monitoring activities, strategic alternatives, vertical integration 
activities, innovation and so forth. In other words, some parts remain stable while others 
change more often. This leads to the two core arguments of this thesis. First, I argue that high-
performing enterprises employ a mechanism that allows them to consciously balance stability 
and change. Second, I argue that high-performing enterprises have a particular setting of 
elements in such a mechanism that distinguishes them from low-performing peers.  
There are good reasons to anchor a steering mechanism at the strategic level of an enterprise. 
Any discussion about the controlling of enterprise tensions should be at the highest possible 
organizational level where the overall aim and value of the organization is constantly defined 
and coordinated (Evans, 1992; Mintzberg et al., 2003; Farjoun, 2010; Sutherland & Smith, 
2011; Teece, 2014). Any decision at the strategic level of an enterprise ultimately influences 
all other components of an enterprise. This is why a framework of steering stability and 
change should be linked to strategic ambidexterity as defined here: a deliberate mechanism in 
an enterprise to detect, monitor, steer, coordinate and balance stability and change of the 
enterprise strategy. By developing a mechanism, differences between high and low-
performing enterprises in terms of the management of strategic tensions can be discussed and 
analyzed. Insights into the mechanism, e.g. how managers steer and control strategic stability 
and change in enterprises and how this affects the organization, may get researchers closer to 
the answer what makes enterprises high performers over a long period of time. 
The framework of strategic ambidexterity builds on the dynamic capabilities as presented by 
Teece (2007), and organizational ambidexterity as conceptualized by O’Reilly & Tushman 
(2008). These concepts rest on the assumption that a feasible structure – developed by the 
enterprise senior team – enables enterprise units or stakeholders to deliberately deal with 
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either exploration or exploitation. The senior management receives a central role in concerting 
the tensions and underlying capabilities that enable the enterprise to be proactive and attentive 
towards challenges and chances. Building on this, the framework of strategic ambidexterity 
lays stronger focus on the enterprise strategy as a higher level tension than this is the case for 
other models of ambidexterity and dynamic capabilities. It concentrates on underlying 
strategic decision making and strategic management processes, which have not yet been fully 
integrated into the ambidexterity concepts (Wulf et al., 2010). It does not solely focus on 
senior team actions, but includes a perspective how the entire organization is configured in 
order to deal with strategic stability and change. Ambidexterity concepts as well as research 
on dynamic capabilities are unclear about how such processes are anchored in the enterprise 
organization, how they interact in enterprises, and how they are linked to high performance. If 
well developed, strategic ambidexterity may be a key source for economic performance and 
long-lasting business success.  
3.2 Building the mechanism of strategic ambidexterity: driver, foundation 
and revision 
A discussion about a mechanism in enterprises is a multidimensional and interdisciplinary 
exercise because enterprises are complex, non-linear organizational systems (Cohen et al., 
1972; Meyer et al., 2005; Liechtenstein et al., 2006; Gavetti., 2012). Especially in relation to 
performance this leads to causal complexity that may abridge the explanatory power. In order 
to deal with complexity in dynamic strategic management research scholars argue for a 
multidisciplinary approach that is able to reflect complex relationships in an enterprise. This 
work follows this approach by developing a multidimensional framework of steering strategic 
stability and change.  
The multidimensional mechanism of strategic ambidexterity consists of three dimensions: 
driver, foundation and revision. It includes strategic, operational and relational phenomena in 
an enterprise. Since enterprises are social organizations, it is essential to discuss stakeholder 
relationships over time (Liechtenstein et al., 2006; Witt, 2007; Freeman, 2010; Shamir, 2011). 
Besides the question how an enterprise defines its business model and deals with changes, it is 
crucial to understand responsibilities and alignment mechanisms in an enterprise.  
Why are the three dimensions essential for a mechanism of strategic ambidexterity? First, 
behind each enterprise there must be a driver - an entrepreneur, or a group of entrepreneurs or 
managers - with the core responsibility of steering the business. It depends on the driver to 
define and communicate the strategy, business model and objectives. The driver guides the 
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strategy, takes strategic decisions and is the one who adapts it when necessary. The driver has 
a key role in aligning the enterprise towards new circumstances. For instance, growth can 
have fatal consequences when management and organization are not aligned by key 
management actors. In this regard, it lies in the competences of the driver to identify and set 
proper objectives and to align the organization towards it (Baum et al., 1998; Witt, 2007; 
Delmar & Wiklund, 2008; O’Reilly & Tushman, 2008, 2011; Teece, 2012). An enterprise 
without a settled driver will most probably not be able to react to challenges in a way that its 
competitiveness is defended or increased.   
Second, in order to be flexible a strategy needs to be clearly defined, properly implemented 
and well anchored in the organization. Followers of the firm (e.g. employees, customers) must 
understand the value of a given strategy, and should be motivated by it. Therefore, an 
enterprise needs a clear and feasible foundation of its strategy, objectives and business model. 
At the same time, well understood strategies are important for the ability to apprehend 
necessary changes at all enterprise levels. In an increasingly dynamic, globalized and 
competitive business environment a clear and ambitious strategy can effectively direct 
employees and actions towards objectives (Filion, 1991; Mumford et al., 2001; Witt, 2007; 
Gruber, 2007) and can trigger a sustainable follow-up. Consequently, foundation – clearly 
defining, implementing and aligning a strategy – is an essential prerequisite for efficiently 
consolidating and updating a strategy at all stakeholder levels. If these requirements are not 
met, it becomes more difficult to balance a strategy in dynamic environments.  
Third and finally, revision allows an enterprise to continuously evaluate a strategy. In an 
increasingly dynamic environment it becomes more difficult to continually perform high 
because of faster economic and technological changes, and competitive threats (Miller & 
Friesen, 1984; Lissack & Roos, 2001; Burgelman & Grove, 2007; Smith et al., 2010). In this 
regard, uncertainty increases the need for monitoring, planning, and management reevaluation 
(Baum & Locke 2004). In order to ensure strategic flexibility, a mechanism for balancing 
stability and change must allow for continuous evaluation of the implemented strategy and the 
business environment. Revision involves all levels of an organization that can detect 
challenges to the enterprise (technological, competitive, management). In this framework 
revision describes the overall system that allows for both proactive and reactive behavior to 
monitor, develop and rework strategies. If not well developed in an enterprise, there is the risk 
that the enterprise will misjudge its current competitive standing and rely on strategic stability 
that does not reflect the environmental conditions.   
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In summary, driver, foundation and revision together are essential elements of a mechanism 
that allows enterprises to deliberately and continuously deal with stability and change in order 
to secure, or strengthen their competitive advantage. In the following I characterize the three 
dimensions in detail. I present theoretical propositions for each dimension. I discuss how the 
dimensions should be configured in high-performing enterprises. This merges the conception 
of strategic ambidexterity – managing existential tensions at the highest possible level of an 
enterprise with the help of a deliberate mechanism – with sustainable competitive advantage 
as an outcome. The propositions reflect the theoretically expected set-up for high-performing 
enterprises. They must be understood as follows: a) The element presented in the proposition 
is part of a strategic ambidexterity steering mechanism; b) High-performing enterprises have 
the element presented in the proposition installed in that particular way; c) There is a 
difference between high and low-performing enterprises insofar that low-performing 
enterprises show a different setting of the element as outlined in the proposition. 
The nine propositions presented in the next section of this chapter serve as a basis for 
discussing similarities and differences within the mechanism in relation to different 
performance settings. In its complexity, the aim of this exercise is to fine-tune the steering 
mechanism and uncover substantial differences between different performance settings. Any 
differences between high and low-performing enterprises within the mechanism may shed 
light on the underlying patterns of long-term competitiveness because in today’s business 
world it might be the ability of enterprises to deal with strategic stability and change that 
makes the difference.  
3.2.1 Driver  
Strategies and business models do not come out of left field. Each enterprise has a purpose 
and behind each purpose there is a driving force (Schumpeter, 1934; Gartman & Carter, 2003; 
Teece, 2012). Consequently, when talking about stability and change at strategic level of 
enterprises we have to ask who is responsible for strategies: who stands behind a strategy? In 
each enterprise there is someone who has a core responsibility at the strategic level of an 
enterprise. This can be a single entrepreneur, or a group of entrepreneurs or managers with 
core strategic responsibilities. Core responsibility includes defining the business strategy, 
objectives and vision, and implementing and controlling a strategy with given resources and 
along a foreseen path. With regard to strategic stability and change, responsibility also means 
organizing enterprises in a way that they are equipped to react to internal or external changes.  
Chapter 3: The Mechanism of Strategic Ambidexterity                                                                                          66 
 
The role of the driver is important for several reasons. First, he is the one who anticipates, 
defines and envisions what the business wants to achieve in the future (Hambrick & Crozier, 
1985; Filion, 1991; Man et al., 2002; Ruvio et al., 2010).  The driver effectively articulates 
objectives and proactively sets out the path on which the enterprise will implement its 
objectives. He produces managerial focus and goal orientation (Kirkpatrick & Locke, 1996; 
Delmar & Wiklund, 2008), motivation and inspiration for employees and other followers 
(Westley & Mintzberg, 1989; Larwood et al., 1995; Witt, 2007; Ruvio et al., 2010; Teece, 
2012) and focus for the enterprise to achieve the envisioned objectives (El-Namaki, 1992). 
Engaged in such existential activities of an enterprise, the driver plays a central role when 
changes in strategy and business models occur. In this regard, it is important that the 
responsibility for the strategy remains stable over a long period of time. Strategies and their 
implementation take time to manifest (Gruber, 2007; Titus et al., 2011). Strategy development 
and implementation are processes at the heart of the business. A certain long-term 
responsibility, goal-orientation and commitment to reach goals are needed. Frequent changes 
in strategic responsibility might result in frequent strategic changes.  If there are multiple 
changes in strategic responsibilities there is the risk that the business will have problems in 
effective and rational goal attainment over the years. With this in mind, the following first 
proposition for a mechanism of strategic ambidexterity is: 
Proposition 1a:   There is a driving force with long-term responsibility which sets objectives 
and the corresponding strategic management action path.  
(long-term responsibility) 
 
Well performing enterprises exhibit a certain ratio of growth in employment, sales or revenue 
(Birch, 1981; Ahmad & Gonnard, 2007). Growth as an objective of an enterprise must be set 
by the driver. If a driver is not willing to grow a business, this has consequences for the 
strategic alignment of an enterprise. Growth intention directly translates into goal-directed 
behavior (Baum et al., 1998; Shane et al., 2003; Delmar & Wiklund, 2008).  The intention to 
develop business objectives, to grow and prosper the enterprise has an impact for the strategic 
stability and change. The driver’s intention for growth is a prerequisite for navigating the 
enterprise through dynamic environments until certain goals are reached. If there is no growth 
intention, the probability for growth as well as an efficient handling of resources in times of 
challenges will be lower than if growth is intended. This leads to the following proposition: 
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Proposition 1b:    There is a clear intention for growth. (intention) 
  
Finally, the personal disposition of the driver is relevant. Much research in entrepreneurship 
has focused on the psychological traits of an entrepreneur in relation to performance, e.g. 
focusing on the need for achievement, risk taking propensity, tolerance for ambiguity, self-
efficacy, locus of control, planned behavior, goal-setting, independence, emotion, or self-
evaluation (Shane et al., 2003; Shaver, 2003). However, the complexity of personal traits 
makes it hard to control for variation when measuring the performance of entrepreneurs with 
dynamic behavior (ibid.). Therefore, researchers shifted focus to the past experiences of 
entrepreneurs (Delmar & Wiklund, 2008). Past experiences are the experiences made by the 
driver in employment, entrepreneurial or educational contexts. In line with strategic 
ambidexterity past experience plays an important role. A driver who has already worked in a 
similar industry or has had management experience is more likely to successfully develop and 
adapt a strategy and to lead the enterprise through change. In this regard, I make the following 
proposition:  
 
Proposition 1c:    The driver has prior management experience or industry knowledge. 
(experience) 
 
Altogether, the driver dimension is the driving force of steering and controlling the strategy. 
The driver is in charge of leading the enterprise through change as well as setting and aligning 
the enterprise towards updated objectives and business models. As such, the driver is the most 
important actor in the mechanism of strategic ambidexterity.     
3.2.2 Foundation 
The aim of a strategy is to define overall organization objectives. Hand in hand with the 
business model it articulates how a business creates and delivers value to customers. A 
strategy formulates the architecture of an enterprise to reach given objectives and value 
propositions (Teece, 2010). Strategies are important points of reference for followers of an 
organization, and they produce coherence of internal and external components (Filion, 1991; 
Lissack & Roos, 2001; Witt, 2007, Shipman et al., 2010). Strategies and objectives should 
create high identification with the organization and set standards of excellence (Kantabutra & 
Gayle, 2006; Witt, 2007). To fulfill all these tasks sufficiently, strategies need to meet several 
requirements.  
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First, clear and desirable objectives need to be formulated (Westley & Mintzberg, 1989; 
Filion, 1991; Larwood et al., 1995; Baum et al., 1998). A strategy is clearly defined when 
followers can reflect the organization’s objectives and recognize the value that the 
organization delivers. It is desirable that challenging objectives increase commitment by 
followers. External followers such as customers must clearly see why an enterprise delivers 
the highest possible value so that they consciously prefer this value to the value proposition of 
any competitor. Internal followers such as employees must be able to understand why it is 
worth to reach the enterprise objectives. Challenging objectives result in motivation and high 
performance (Baum & Locke, 2004; Kantabutra & Gayle, 2006; Teece, 2007; O’Reilly & 
Tushman, 2008). Hence, clarity and desirability are important preconditions for a strategy to 
be adaptable. If a strategy is well understood and anchored in an organization, then 
understanding and anticipating necessary changes as well as adapting the strategy is much 
easier. In this sense, commitment seeds openness to change.  
Second, in order to define a well-suited strategy and to stay flexible for changes, enterprises 
need to have a future-orientation, searching for strategic alternatives and the most promising 
and suitable paths. On the one hand, perseverance, long-term orientation and sustaining goal 
direction are related to higher competitiveness (Westley & Mintzberg, 1989; Man et al., 2002; 
Shipman et al. 2010; Smith et al., 2010). On the other hand, future orientation implies that an 
enterprise deals with market development and future alternatives (Larwood et al., 1995; 
Gruber, 2007; Shipman et al., 2010; Titus et al., 2011). This includes foresight activities with 
a focus on market, technology, product or service. Defining long-term strategies on the basis 
of future projections makes an enterprise attentive, flexible and open for change. As for a 
mechanism of stability and change this leads to the following proposition:    
Proposition 2a:  There is a clear and ambitious definition of business objectives. Objectives 
and strategy are fundamentally based on future projections of the business. 
(definition) 
 
Once a strategy is defined, resources must be mobilized to follow the objectives. In this sense, 
planning becomes a crucial task to follow objectives and can be seen as a mediator between 
content and process (Titus et al., 2011). Planning helps a firm organize for growth and 
address relevant managerial and strategic issues necessary to maintain growth (spot missing 
information, match supply and demand, examine resource allocation). It improves decision-
making, enhances coordination and communication of objectives (Gruber, 2007; Burke et al., 
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2010; Ruvio et al., 2010), and leads to the identification of guiding rules in order to clarify 
paths towards objective attainment (Shane & Delmar, 2004; Kantabutra & Gayle, 2006; Witt, 
2007; Burke et al., 2010; Ruvio et al., 2010). 
However, recent research controversially discusses the role and constitution of planning for 
performance. Some researchers call for formal planning to improve managerial capabilities to 
learn and introduce new routines, as well as better management of resources and identification 
of steps to reach set objectives in a timely manner (Delmar & Shane, 2003; Burke et al., 
2010). Others do not see a link between formal business planning and performance because 
formal planning creates the illusion of control and hinders adaptive learning processes (Brown 
& Eisenhardt, 1998; Allinson et al., 2000; Honig & Karlsson, 2004; Siggelkow & Rivkin, 
2005; Capelleras & Greene, 2008). More recently, a flexible planning approach is taking 
shape. As such, planning is seen rather as a continuous construction of future sequences with 
a decentralized decision support system (Slevin & Covin, 2003; Gruber, 2007). In this flexible 
approach planning goes along with a continuous revision at several enterprise levels. Rather 
than being a strict top-down activity by the management of an enterprise, all enterprises levels 
take part in planning. Planning should not result in a purely rigid path, but rather allow for 
flexible adjustments of existing plans (e.g. when a strategy needs to be adapted). This reflects 
today’s dynamic market situation in which enterprises act in. With regard to the mechanism of 
strategic ambidexterity, I formulate the following proposition:  
Proposition 2b:   There are flexible planning tools in place that guide the implementation of 
business objectives. (planning) 
   
In order to materialize, a strategy of an enterprise must create commitment (Larwood et al., 
1995; Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; Kantabutra & Gayle, 2006; Witt, 2007; O’Reilly & 
Tushman, 2008; Shipman et al., 2010). The communication of a mission statement is even 
more important in dynamic environments where strategy and business model can change 
quickly. Consequently, there should be communication activities in place that allow an 
enterprise to continuously address key stakeholders of the organization. Key stakeholders 
should be informed about the continuity or changes and the impact on the enterprises’ value 
(Benner & Tushmann, 2003; Jansen et al., 2006). If changes occur in the strategy and 
business model, then such communication activities must inform followers quickly. The more 
institutionalized communication activities are the more effective changes can be 
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communicated to internal and external stakeholders. Institutionalization means that the 
enterprise has formal tools, processes and techniques of communication in place, like formal 
meetings with employees, advertisements or webpage information to customers etc. The 
alignment of followers is a crucial task in order to secure and strengthen the competitiveness 
of an enterprise. Hence, I formulate the following proposition:  
Proposition 2c:  There are institutionalized communication activities in place to align internal 
and external followers. (alignment/communication) 
 
In summary, any enterprise needs a strategy to operate after. Such a strategy has a key role in 
aligning stakeholders of an enterprise by defining and communicating key objectives and 
values of an enterprise. Foundation is a crucial dimension for steering an enterprise through 
dynamic environments. Internal and external followers support an enterprise also in strategic 
turbulences if strategy and values are well anticipated.  
3.2.3 Revision 
In todays globalized and highly dynamic markets enterprises must deal with quickly changing 
conditions. In this sense, the content of an enterprise – its strategy and business model – is 
related to the rate of organizational change and dynamic tension (Hambrick & Crozier, 1985; 
Lissack & Roos, 2001; Teece, 2010). For any growth-oriented enterprise it must be of great 
interest to detect and monitor ambiguities in its business environment. Consequently, 
enterprises must implement measures that allow them to proactively monitor the environment, 
and to detect and react on changes in a way that defends or strengthens their competitiveness. 
Dynamic environments do, however, not only create challenges, but do also open business 
chances for an enterprise. Monitoring is a crucial task for any growth-oriented enterprises and 
an important prerequisite for competitiveness to be able to transform challenges into chances.  
A precondition for the strategic analysis of internal and external changes is the active 
acquisition and organization of information. Such a proactive search for information creates 
higher awareness of cognitive strengths and weaknesses in an enterprise (Mumford et al., 
2001). Proactive information search implies that monitoring activities are more or less 
institutionalized in an enterprise. This means that in comparison to informal monitoring there 
are formal techniques, like market, portfolio or stakeholder analysis in place that are formally 
installed, coordinated and supervised by the enterprise executives. Monitoring can take place 
at the level of decision makers or at the department level of an enterprise. Such 
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institutionalization of monitoring activities enhances the storage and recall of information. 
Institutionalization allows the enterprise to continuously be aware of changes, challenges and 
chances. If properly implemented monitoring can help enterprises to successfully cope with 
dynamic environments. With regard to the mechanism of strategic ambidexterity, this leads to 
the following proposition:  
Proposition 3a:  There is a continuous and institutionalized monitoring of internal processes, 
business objectives, the strategy and the external environment. 
(monitoring) 
 
If an enterprise detects change then it needs to deal with it. Neglecting new circumstances can 
result in diminishing competitiveness or even failure of the business. Therefore, at the level of 
strategic decision making there must be cognitive operations in place to identify viable 
response options to new circumstances (El-Namaki, 1992; Lissack & Roos, 2001; Shipmen et 
al., 2010). Depending on the degree of changes, there must be a modification of business 
objectives and the strategic and organizational patterns of an enterprise. The business model 
may be refined to better match market demands (Castrogiovanni, 1996; Sosik & Danger, 
2007; Titus et al., 2011).  
Monitoring and modification go close together. Modification is associated with an occurring 
contextualization of both, business model and strategy, to new circumstances (Shipman et al., 
2010). If changes are detected, then enterprises need to consider response options. In this 
sense, modification can be seen as a continuous activity to analyze and monitor various paths 
of enterprise development. Ad-hoc modification as a prompt reaction towards a given thread 
may hinder an adequate response if the enterprise is not continuously aware of several 
development paths in the future. Continuous awareness, however, raises the flexibility and 
responsiveness of an enterprise.  
Modification of strategy and business model has an impact on the organization of an 
enterprise as well as on stakeholders. Depending on the degree of changes, there can be a 
serious restructuring of the enterprise strategy, the envisioned objectives and the 
organizational structure. Therefore, it is crucial to inform stakeholders about the implemented 
changes in the enterprise (Witt, 2007; Ruvio et al., 2010). In line with alignment activities, the 
communication of an updated business model is decisive so that followers can understand the 
new concept. The more integrative modification practices are in terms of informing all 
enterprise levels, the better followers can anticipate and implement changes. If stakeholders of 
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an enterprise understand the need for change, changes will be accepted more easily. This is 
crucial for the mechanism of strategic ambidexterity. If change is needed, then an enterprise 
must be open and flexible to efficiently change. Therefore, I argue the following: 
Proposition 3b:  There are continuous and far reaching modification practices in place to 
update the business strategy and organization. (modification) 
 
Knowledge sharing increases the possibility of stakeholders to contribute to the enterprise 
development. The employees’ active involvement results in motivation and commitment 
(Westley & Mintzberg, 1989; Shamir et al., 1993; Witt, 2007). An enterprise is a social 
organization. As such it is a non-linear system that operates in a dynamic and reciprocal 
relationship culture (Westley & Mintzberg, 1989; Baum et al., 1998; Johnston & Selsky, 
2006; Felin et al., 2012). External dynamics influence an enterprise as much as internal 
dynamics caused by employees. Such internal dynamics are promoted by the behavior, 
motivation, ideas and attitudes towards an enterprise and its leadership.  
In highly dynamic and competitive markets the velocity to react becomes a decisive factor of 
competitiveness. This is why learning and knowledge exchange becomes very important. 
Learning is a guide-line for reflection and action, and decreases response time towards 
changes. It allows for feedback and debriefing at all levels of an organization. It strengthens 
and influences the behavior of employees and guides the active search for information 
(March, 1991; Larwood et al., 1995; Castrogiovanni, 1996; Baum et al., 1998; Mumford et 
al., 2001; Shipmen et al., 2010). The enterprise also learns from network partners, 
competitors and interaction with customers.   
In order to increase attention to change and threats at all levels of an enterprises, it is 
important to have learning and knowledge exchange in place. Learning and knowledge 
exchange create integrity and increase motivation and advertence in the enterprise. They are 
crucial activities to provide flexibility and must therefore be well developed in an enterprise. 
With regard to the mechanism of strategic ambidexterity this leads to the following 
proposition:     
Proposition 3c:    There are techniques of knowledge exchange in place in order to increase 
attention at all levels of the enterprise and to support business 
development. (learning/knowledge exchange)   
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All in all, revision is the overall steering system that allows for both proactive and reactive 
behavior to monitor, develop and rework strategies. It is essentially based on social 
interaction in the enterprise. Ideally, all levels of the enterprise are attentive towards potential 
chances and challenges. A concerted understanding of changes leads to efficient realization of 
necessary actions. Therefore, revision activities allow to proactively position an enterprise in 
dynamic business environments. 
In sum, a mechanism of strategic ambidexterity consists of three essential dimensions driver, 
foundation and revision (figure 8). Each dimension covers three propositions. They formulate 
how high-performing enterprises are expected to be organized in order to balance strategic 
stability and change. From a theoretical point of view, enterprises in which a steering 
mechanism is implemented as described in the nine propositions should have a better long-
term performance than others. The mechanism should secure and enhance their competitive 
advantage by proactively and deliberately framing the competitive landscape.  
Figure 8: Research framework: the mechanism of strategic ambidexterity – overview 
However, the implementation of a steering mechanism is no guarantee for high performance. 
Of course, the competitiveness and performance depends first of all on the business model 
itself. However, I argue that the long-term competitiveness of high-performing enterprises 
depends very much on a mechanism described by the nine propositions. Only with such a 
mechanism in place, enterprises can keep their competitive advantage. Enterprises with low 
Chapter 3: The Mechanism of Strategic Ambidexterity                                                                                          74 
 
performance lack this system of handling strategic stability and change. Insights about the 
behavior, the differences and similarities between different performance settings may answer 
the question why enterprises are able to secure high performance over time, even in highly 
dynamic, competitive business environments.  
Introducing a steering mechanism of strategic ambidexterity is a good starting point to 
analyze the secrets of sustainable competitive advantage. First, because the strategy influences 
all levels and components of the enterprise, the notion of ambidexterity should be lifted to a 
strategic level. This has an impact on the structure of an enterprise: since enterprises are social 
organizations, any strategy must be accepted in the entire organization to work after. Thus, it 
has a microfoundational focus on individuals interacting within the enterprise and a 
behavioral outline between organization leaders and followers. Second, the proposed 
mechanism links the sensing, seizing and reconfiguration aspect of dynamic capabilities 
(Teece, et al., 1997; 2007) and the organizational solutions to ambidexterity (O’Reill & 
Tushman, 2008) with strategic management processes and techniques. Third, it points to the 
fact that elements in enterprises can either change or remain stable due to market dynamics 
over time. Dynamic capabilities themselves are not engraved in stone over years and are – as 
a matter of fact – also subject to change and stability (Pentland et al., 2012). Finally, the 
framework of strategic ambidexterity follows recent calls of ambidexterity and strategic 
management research to curtail the complexity of sustainable competitiveness by focusing on 
the equifinality of possible configurations in enterprises, their combinations and interrelations. 
This work contributes to recent calls for a rather qualitative, multidimensional and abstract 
conceptualization of sustainable competitive advantage (Herrmann, 2005; Venkatraman, 
2008; Raisch & Birkinshaw, 2008).  
In comparison to other theoretical concepts of competitive advantage, a mechanism of 
strategic ambidexterity continues where Teece’s (2007, 2012) work acknowledged that a next 
dimension of research should focus on how enterprises organize and manage dynamic 
capabilities. The framework of this thesis takes a dynamic perspective because the mechanism 
itself is a dynamic construct, designed to deal with dynamic environments. In comparison to 
the resource-based perspective (Penrose, 1959; Barney, 1991) and the market-oriented 
perspective (Porter, 1980) the mechanism takes into account how an enterprise deals with 
changes, and views enterprises as dynamic, proactive social systems. It lays essential focus on 
stakeholder relationships in strategic management, building on research on microfoundations 
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and leadership with regard to enterprise behavior, routines and capabilities. In the light of the 
discussion on enterprise routines (Cyert & March, 1963; Nelson & Winter, 1982, 2002; 
March, 1991), this study takes a dualistic perspective that enterprises must rely on stability 
and necessary change at the same time. In this regard, it lifts the discussion of the 
management of tensions in enterprises towards the strategic level because the right choice for 
a strategy or business model is existential for an enterprise. Additionally, the mechanism tries 
to identify a reasonable ratio of strategic stability and change in enterprises, and puts it in 
relation to enterprise competitiveness. By doing this, it complements research about high-
performing enterprises such as Hidden Champions, Gazelles or Born Globals.  
In the next chapter the mechanism and the nine propositions are empirically tested. The 
mechanism and the configuration of its elements are subject to a comparative configurational 
analysis that aims at identifying necessary and sufficient conditions for different performance 
and stability settings. Such approach is feasible for uncovering the complexity that sustainable 
competitive advantage in highly dynamic markets curtails.  
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4. A comparative configurational analysis of the mechanism of 
strategic ambidexterity with regard to different performance 
settings 
As has been discussed in the previous chapters, strategic stability and change are phenomena 
that seem to be only partially uncovered in the strategic management and organization 
literature. There is no comprehensive knowledge – neither conceptually nor empirically – 
concerning an underlying steering mechanism for strategic stability and change. In addition, it 
is unclear how a proper balance of the two in relation to performance could look like. 
Although there are several promising avenues for uncovering tensions in enterprises in times 
of highly dynamic markets – with ambidexterity and dynamic capabilities receiving 
increasing interest – research in this field is still in its infancy and remains fragmented due to 
the remarkable complexity of issues to be considered.  
The intention of the following empirical analysis is, therefore, to confront the theoretical 
propositions about the steering mechanism of strategic ambidexterity developed in chapter 3 
with an empirical analysis. I will use a configurational, comparative approach. The 
mechanism contains nine elements that need to be present in enterprises in order to manage, 
incorporate and steer stability and change at the strategic level of an enterprise. As has been 
argued from a theoretical perspective – there should be differences between high and low-
performing enterprises concerning the underlying management processes. A comparison 
between different performance groups allows detecting similarities and differences within the 
mechanism. The differences may be a key to answer what makes enterprises high-performing 
on a long-term basis in dynamic markets.  
In order to analyze different configurations of such a mechanism in different performance 
settings a crisp-set Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA) in combination with descriptive 
statistics is performed (Ragin, 1987, Rihoux & Ragin 2008; Ragin, 2008). A medium-N 
sample of German mechanical engineering enterprises separated into different performance 
and stability groups is used to analyze different configurations of the mechanism. Using this 
approach, necessary and sufficient conditions for different performance and stability groups 
will be determined and combinations of elements that are similar will be distinguished from 
combinations of elements that are different. The aim of the empirical analysis is to provide 
further insights into how a mechanism for balancing strategic stability and change could look 
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like and what elements should be included or left out. This exercise will shed light on how 
enterprises manage the challenges that today’s highly dynamic markets bring with. In doing 
so it adds additional knowledge to the ambidexterity literature by testing a strategic 
ambidexterity framework and its impact on performance. Such an empirical analysis with a 
new method of QCA has not yet been performed. 
However, the empirical analysis will most probably not be able to fully uncover the “holy 
grail” (Helfat & Peteraf, 2009, p. 91) of sustainable competitive advantage, since the entire 
topic has and will have a remarkable complexity. Enterprises and their long-term performance 
are subject to an enormous number of internal and external influences. In the first instance, 
this work tries to fill a gap by operationalizing and analyzing a mechanism that is able to 
explain how enterprises manage strategic tensions in times of highly dynamic markets. This 
then allows conclusions to be linked to sustainable performance.   
The empirical chapter proceeds as follows: first I will introduce the methodology and explain 
why a QCA is an advantageous method in comparison to other methodologies. I will then 
present the sample and explain how, when and under which circumstances the data was 
gathered. Next I present the operationalization of the outcome variables performance and 
strategic stability as well as the variables of the mechanism in line with the QCA 
methodology. Finally this chapter presents the results of the analysis. The results are analyzed 
using descriptive statistics as well as QCA. The descriptive statistics present the distribution 
of the entire sample in different performance and strategic stability settings, but they do not 
exemplify how the different elements of the mechanism interact. This is tested with the QCA 
that is specifically designed to analyze the interrelation of several connected conditions for 
different outcomes. Both, results from descriptive statistics and QCA, will be used for the 
analysis of the nine propositions formulated in chapter 3.  
4.1 Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA): a set-theoretic approach for 
medium-N cross-case comparison and within-case complexity 
The multidimensionality and complexity of the steering mechanism for strategic 
ambidexterity can be empirically best uncovered by using a Qualitative Comparative Analysis 
(QCA). QCA rests on the paradigm of configurational research that analyzes key 
characteristics of an organization in relation to a given context (Ragin, 1987; Dess et al., 
1993). QCA is designed to systematically analyze complex interactions of conditions in 
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relation to various outcomes settings. Its aim is to identify necessary and sufficient conditions 
for a particular outcome, e.g. high and low performance. Necessary conditions are always 
present when the outcome occurs. In contrast we speak about sufficient conditions when the 
outcome always occurs when a condition is present, but the outcome could also result from 
another condition. QCA maps similarities and differences between configurations of elements 
and cases (Marx & Duşa, 2011). It is a case based approach which “allows for systematic 
cross-case comparison while at the same time giving justice to within-case complexity, 
particularly in small and intermediate N-research” (Rihoux & Ragin, 2008, p. xviii). 
Originally used for political science research, QCA has seen remarkable methodological 
improvements and application in various fields since then (Ragin, 1987; Rihoux & Ragin, 
2008). Nowadays it offers comprehensive software tools to analyze complex configurational 
models. 
In its configurational nature QCA is in line with the contingency theory that has lately seen a 
new wave of interest in the field of strategic management (Peteraf & Reed, 2007; see also 
chapter 2.2.1 on the market-oriented view of strategic management). According to the 
contingency theory in strategic management, enterprises align organizational characteristics 
with the environment in order to create a fit between organization structure, strategy and the 
competitive circumstances.  Mechanistic or organic firm structures are examples of how 
different organizational configuration relate to different strategic contexts. Mintzberg’s 
strategy modes (1973) or Porter’s generic strategies (1980) are prominent examples of such a 
contingency approach. By describing, explaining and predicting impacts of organizational 
configurations on or under a given organizational context, configurational research tries to 
better understand how organizations actually function and behave (Short et al., 2008).  
Using QCA, the model of strategic ambidexterity can be empirically well studied. This is 
because the outcome-condition relationship in QCA represents several contingency 
perspectives, namely the outcomes of high and low performance, strategic stability and 
instability and the different configurations of the underlying elements of the steering 
mechanism of strategic ambidexterity. Interestingly, management and business studies have 
not yet much explored QCA as a powerful technique for configurational research. Developed 
in the late 1980s by social scientist Charles Ragin, QCA has not seen many applications in 
management and business studies so far. There are only few examples of business studies 
using QCA as a methodology, e.g. Fiss (2007), Greckhammer et al. (2008) Ordanini & 
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Maglio (2009), or Sager & Andereggen (2012). So far the new wave of interest in the 
contingency theory has not resulted in a greater use of QCA in the context of strategic 
management (Fiss, 2007). Given its analytical power, this fact is surprising. 
 4.1.1 QCA in comparison to other methods 
There are a number of important features of QCA that make the method useful for 
configurational research in general and for this study in particular. First, QCA is set-theoretic 
in nature. In comparison to conventional quantitative statistics – which often assume net 
effects of causal variables, linearity, homogeneity and additivity of independent variables – 
the set-theoretic approach describes subset relations (e.g. the number of enterprises with long-
term leadership out of the overall number of enterprises within a sample) and assesses their 
causal relationship with other subset relations (Ragin, 2006).  
Second, by doing this the QCA logic is asymmetrical. Sometimes the same condition can be 
relevant in both high and low-performing enterprises. The combination of conditions that are 
necessary or sufficient for high-performing enterprises can be at least partially also true for 
low-performing enterprises and vice versa. In fact, the presence or absence of a given 
outcome requires separate analysis (Fiss, 2007; Ragin, 2008). Because each single case has a 
separate and distinct impact on the outcome, QCA assumes complex causation. This multiple 
conjunctural causation (Ragin, 1987) relies on the equifinality: different causal paths (or 
combination of condition) may lead to the same outcome. The absence and presence of a 
given element may require different explanations. Thus, unlike most conventional quantitative 
methods QCA can address complex and contradictory patterns of causation (Marx & Duşa, 
2011).   
Third, the context-sensitive, asymmetrical causation is the basis for the comparative nature of 
QCA. With the use of the systematic formal logic of Boolean algebra QCA is able to uncover 
similarities and differences between different sets of outcomes, identify causal diversity, 
observe regularities in the data set, search for explicit connections and reduce complexity of 
case knowledge. It is a case-based approach. The researcher makes use of case knowledge and 
there is an iterative process between the model and the cases. Once a reasonable solution for a 
given outcome appears, it is time to confront it with the case knowledge.  
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At this stage the following question comes up: how does QCA meet the other methods and 
what makes it unique? The answer to this question lies in the medium-N-design of QCA. It 
situates between small-N case-based research which focuses essentially on complex causation 
but cannot establish much generalizable results, and large-N-applications which deliver 
generalization but often have severe shortcomings in terms of causality, complexity and 
interpretability. In fact, QCA makes use of both approaches since it deals with a limited 
number of complex cases in a configurational manner (Berg-Schlosser & De Meur, 2008). It 
merges two research paradigms by establishing a reasonable mix of variables and cases, 
providing in-between and within-case complexity as well as modest generalization to the 
overall population. Ragin (1987) initially developed QCA for a sample of 5 to 100 cases, but 
recently – and due to more sophisticated computational techniques – QCA has been applied to 
all possible N-Samples (Yamasaki & Rihoux, 2008; Marx & Duşa, 2011).  
The number of cases and conditions to be included in the empirical analysis substantially 
depends on the theory and model. Concerning this, QCA should not be confused with a 
quantitative method: it deals with qualitative case knowledge and the operationalization is 
often based on qualitative assumptions in order to draw better conclusions for theoretical 
model exploration. However, it of course takes advantage of quantitative methods, since it 
uses a formal logic and data analysis technique with a higher number of cases than in case 
based research. As Rihoux and Lobe (2009, p. 228) put it: ”On the one hand, QCA can be 
used to achieve a systematic comparison across a smaller number of individual cases […] in 
order to preserve complexity, and yet being as parsimonious as possible, and illuminating 
otherwise often hidden causal paths on a micro-level. On the other hand, QCA can 
complement qualitative interpretive analysis, by offering a certain degree of ‘reduction’ of 
rich qualitative data”. Table 1 summarizes the connections between QCA and conventional 
quantitative research designs.  
Qualitative Comparative Analysis:  
Set-Theoretic 










Table 1: Kinds of connections - QCA versus conventional quantitative social science, source: Ragin (2014) 
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For a test of the model of strategic ambidexterity, there are good reasons for choosing QCA as 
an analytical method instead of others. Given the theoretical novelty and stage of research, 
QCA is best used for assessing and fine-tuning such a complex, multidimensional framework. 
This way the mechanism of strategic ambidexterity can be further developed, based on a 
medium-N number of cases that allow for the analysis of multiple combined effects, modest 
generalization and robustness.  
In order to confront the mechanism of strategic ambidexterity with an empirical test, a case 
study is not practicable because a complex set of conditions needs a higher number of cases in 
order to gain at least moderately generalizable results. Due to a limited number of cases, case 
studies can uncover complex organizational settings only partially. QCA goes beyond case 
studies because it essentially rests on a medium-N of cases which allows more comprehensive 
conclusions about the complex interrelation of conditions in the mechanism. Quantitative 
statistical methods seek to estimate separate contributions of each independent variable for 
explaining the variation of a dependent variable. However, at this stage of research this makes 
not much sense because we are substantially interested in the conditions and combinations of 
conditions, and how they matter under what outcome. QCA does not presume an identical 
impact of each case for the outcome as it in most quantitative studies but attempts to uncover 
case-based configurational peculiarities within the mechanism. This is where QCA is fully in 
the scope of the trade-off between complexity and a reasonable number of observations. This 
work represents a first empirical step in assessing the complex steering mechanism. A QCA 
analysis with a medium-N design minimizes complexity as much as possible while at the 
same time allowing for a maximum on interpretability for further developing the model. In 
sum, QCA is substantially different from other empirical methodologies and there is good 
reason for applying it in configurational research and complex models.   
In this regard, QCA shows its strength as a bridge between case and quantitative studies. The 
mechanism developed in chapter 3 rests on both, a model specified on the basis of theoretical 
knowledge as well as a number of underlying cases that deliver essential additional 
knowledge about the performance-stability link and configurational complexity of the 
mechanism. This is in line with Rohwer (2010, p. 732) that QCA should not be entirely 
understood as a solely case-oriented method, but shows its strength as an analytical technique 
in the combination of model-specification and case-orientation. Hence, individual cases have 
an important role for illustrating the configuration of conditions.  
Chapter 4: A Comparative Configurational Analysis of Different Performance Groups                                      82 
 
4.1.2 The principles and logic of QCA: Boolean algebra, counterfactual 
analysis and set-theoretic measures 
There are a number of precondition that must be considered using a QCA analysis. First of all, 
there are three different QCA applications. When first developed, the set-theoretic ground of 
QCA was built around the idea of dichotomous or binary configurations (so called crisp-set 
QCA; csQCA; Ragin, 1987; Berg-Schlosser et al., 2008). Here, the outcome and the 
conditions can have only two possible configurations: they are either present or absent, 
existent or not, applicable or not, and so forth. Recently, QCA saw tremendous 
improvements, so that the data can be analyzed using a multichotomous (multi-value QCA; 
mvQCA) or fuzzy data scale (fuzzy set QCA; fsQCA). Due to the increasing power of 
software applications more complex operations are now possible.  
In this regard, there are good reasons for applying a crisp-set QCA (csQCA). Although it has 
been criticized for a loss of information due to the dichotomization of data (De Meur et al., 
2008), it has two major advantages for this work: first, the quality and availability of 
empirical data, but also the state of research make it reasonable to conduct a csQCA for the 
mechanism of strategic ambidexterity. The rationale behind this choice lies at the scope of the 
model and data. The social phenomena described in the mechanism cannot be measured in an 
ordinal or metric way without problems. Most of the elements – e.g. experience of the driver, 
intention for growth, modes and intensity of objective definition, implementation, alignment, 
monitoring, modification, or learning – are rather measured on a qualitative basis. Therefore, I 
argue that a dichotomous threshold should be used. This simplification has often been 
endured in social science research in order to restrain complexity while at the same time 
allowing for a maximum of transparency (De Meur et al., 2008). Second, due to the state of 
research it is the aim of this thesis to distinguish between conditions that matter from those 
that do not. A simpler, more straightforward way for analyzing and interpreting the 
mechanism seems more reasonable than a more complex operationalization. If anything, then 
such a more fine-grained ordinal, metric or fuzzy set approach will make sense once the 
mechanism is fine-tuned and some elements are dropped or consolidated.  
csQCA uses the formal, binary logic of Boolean algebra, which allows for a systematic 
analysis and reduction of complex data. Dichotomized conditions are treated as values 0 when 
not existent (absent, not applicable etc.) and 1 when existent (present, applicable etc.). This 
notation is transcribed using lower letters for the value 0 (Boolean false) and upper case 
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letters for value 1 (Boolean true). csQCA minimization rests on the two Boolean operators 
logical and (*) and logical or (+). This way, a combination of different conditions can be 
transcribed as such:  
(1) condition1absent*CONDITION2PRESENT + CONDITION1PRESENT*CONDITION2PRESENT  
OUTCOMEPRESENT 
This example reads as follows: it is the combination of the absent condition 1 with the present 
condition 2 or the presence of both condition 1 and 2 that lead the presence of the outcome. 
The above mentioned annotation exemplifies why csQCA terminology works with paths 
toward an outcome. In this simple example, there are only two conditions. The logically 
possible combinations of all condition is a function of the number of condition squared (2
x
). 
E.g. in this example there are 2
2
=4 logically possible combinations or paths that can lead to an 
outcome. This builds the basis for all further operations of csQCA. 
The reason why csQCA is able to simplify complex multicausal empirical models is the 
underlying minimization procedure based on Boolean logic. Boolean minimization rules are 
straightforward: a condition can be considered irrelevant when it is the only condition that 
distinguishes two Boolean expressions which lead to the same outcome and are otherwise 
identical. As for the example above, condition1 is superfluous while the present state of 
condition2 is a necessary and sufficient condition for the present outcome. The shorter, 
minimized expression is called a prime implicant. 
(2)  CONDITION2PRESENT   OUTCOMEPRESENT 
Boolean minimization makes complex binary expressions shorter, simpler and more 
straightforward. While it is best known and applied in computer sciences for switching 
circuits, Ragin (1987) introduced it to social sciences. Thus, QCA makes use of a number of 
algorithms for Boolean minimization based on the work of Quine (1952) and McCluskey 
(1966). QCA software applications such as fsQCA (Ragin & Davey, 2012) or Tosmana 
(Cronqvist, 2011), which are also used here, apply these algorithms for reducing complex 
configurational expressions.  
The following and more complex example shows how the minimization operation is 
transferred into the logic of csQCA. Imagine a model with the conditions durability of 
leadership and learning courses available in an enterprise, while the outcome is enterprise 
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performance. Table 2 summarizes all logically possible combinations (2
2
=4) and the 
empirical observations in a truth table. A truth table represents all logically possible paths and 
the number of empirical cases observed and non-observed. It is an essential first step for the 
analysis of complex models in QCA.  
Durability Learning Performance Number of observed cases 
with the given path 
1 1 1 6 
1 0 0 8 
0 0 0 2 
0 1 ? 0 
Table 2: Example of a truth table in QCA 
The different paths that are actually empirically observed can be prescribed as follows for 
Boolean algebra:  
(1)  D*L    P      D*l + d*l    p 
(2)         l (D+d)      p 
(3)         l    p 
 
While there exists only one empirically observed path for the outcome of high performance 
(PERFORMANCE), there are two possible paths for the outcome low performance (performance). 
The latter can be minimized using Boolean minimization. The two Boolean expressions 
leading to the outcome low performance (performance) only differ in the condition durability 
which becomes superfluous. Therefore, while it is the combination of DURABILITY (the presence 
of long-term leadership) and LEARNING (the existence of learning courses in the enterprise) that 
is related to the outcome of high performance (PERFORMANCE), the absence of the condition 
learning courses (learning) is a necessary and sufficient condition for the outcome low 
performance (performance). This simple example makes clear what the strengths of Boolean 
minimization are. The higher the number of conditions the more essential this operation gets. 
It is then the task of the researcher to interpret the complex and reduced data.   
However, one logically possible path is not observed empirically (last row in the truth table). 
Yet, QCA makes use of this unobserved combination of conditions. This so called 
counterfactual analysis has a long tradition in comparative research and social sciences dating 
back to Max Weber (Ragin & Sonnett, 2005). In comparative, configurational settings the 
empirically observed cases do often represent only a small fraction of all theoretically 
possible combinations. Counterfactual analysis incorporates non-observed paths into the 
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analysis. This analytical strategy rests essentially on the limited diversity of social phenomena 
(Ragin & Sonnett, 2005). Limited diversity describes the fact that social phenomena are more 
diverse than often observed, given that the empirical world is far more complex. For example, 
if one adds one more condition into the model, then the number of logically possible 
combinations rises exponentially. The same applies for deleting or adding cases to the actual 
empirical analysis: the paths leading to different outcomes will change only because a tiny 
fraction in the empirical model changes. Based on theoretical and empirical knowledge, it 
becomes therefore reasonable to perform such thought experiments.  
csQCA covers this analytic pitfall by giving the researcher the possibility to include and 
consider non-observed and logically possible paths into the analysis. Depending on the 
theoretical knowledge the researcher can chose to include such non-observed paths into the 
analysis. Yet, he has also full control of not including such thought experiments. This 
approach is fundamentally different from quantitative studies that attempt to overcome 
limited diversity with a higher number of cases, linearity and net-effects of independent 
variables. It is also different to case-studies because it has a higher number of empirically 
observed cases as a basis for counterfactual analysis. It lies at the heart of QCA to reduce the 
complexity by combining empirical cases that are actually observed with cases that are 
theoretically possible but not observed. Such a non-observed Boolean expression is called a 
logical remainder. As for the example of table 2, considering the logical remainder (last row) 
creates further simplifications of the term:     
(1)  D*L +  D*l  P      D*l + d*l  + d*L  p  
(2)      D*(L+l  P      d*(L+l) + l (D+d)  p 
(3)      D  P       d + l  p 
 
In comparison to the analysis without the logical remainder, the solution for high performance 
(PERFORMANCE) is now less complex with long-term leadership (DURABILITY) being both 
sufficient and necessary. As for low performance (performance) the solution gets more complex: 
It is either the short-term durability of leadership or the absence of learning courses (durability + 
learning) that will lead to low performance (performance), with both conditions being sufficient 
but not necessary. How this exercise is useful for the interpretation of the data depends 
substantially on the theoretical background. Sometimes it is a useful exercise while 
sometimes it makes no sense (Yamasaki & Rihoux, 2008). If for instance it makes theoretical 
sense that short-term durability of leadership (durability) should be part of a path leading to low 
performance (performance) – which one could essentially assume considering the knowledge 
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from high-performing enterprises – and so far only two empirically observed cases cover this 
path (row number 3 in the truth table) then this thought experiment can indeed make sense. 
Imagine that the number of observed cases in a similar analysis increases from 18 to 30 and 
most of the additional cases leading to low performance (performance) include short-term 
durability of leadership (durability). It becomes clear why such exercise can – but not 
necessarily must – lead to solutions with a broader understanding of the model. It fully 
depends on the researcher how to use logical remainders. Here, csQCA shows another 
strength: in its systematic manner it provides full transparency how the model is analyzed 
(Rihoux et al., 2008). 
In sum, csQCA gives the researcher the tools to control and interpret counterfactual 
knowledge in a systematic manner. For the sake of the analysis csQCA knows three different 
minimization procedures: (a) The minimization of the actually empirically observed data (the 
complex solution), (b) the minimization based on the inclusion of all possible logical 
remainders that lead to a more parsimonious solution (the parsimonious solution) and (c) the 
minimization that enables the researcher to include only such logical remainders that make 
theoretically sense (the intermediate solution). During a csQCA analysis the researcher 
usually conducts all three sorts of minimization procedures which offer a great analytical 
width for multicausal models (Ragin, 2008). It depends on the researcher how to analyze and 
interpret the data. There is full control and transparency about the researcher’s choice.    
Finally, the set-theoretic nature of csQCA offers several objective measures that reflect the set 
relations of different paths. Set-theoretic consistency assesses the degree to which cases with a 
given condition or combination of conditions (X) displays also the outcome in question (Y). 
Perfect consistency (1.0) is met when all cases sharing the very same setting of conditions 
also agree in the outcome. In other words, consistency is a measure that describes how often a 
phenomenon is met in combination with a given outcome. In contrast, set-theoretic coverage 
assesses the degree to which a condition or combination of conditions accounts for instances 
of an outcome. The coverage of a given path decreases when more cases with alternative 
paths also lead to the same outcome. In other words, coverage displays the empirical 
relevance of a given combination for the overall outcome (Ragin, 2006, p. 2). In sum, 
measures of consistency and coverage can be displayed as follows, whereas X represents a 
condition or combination of conditions, while Y represents the outcome. Consistency and 
coverage for the analysis of sufficient conditions assess subset relations of condition X to 
outcome Y. 
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 Consistency:   Number of cases, with both X and Y 
             Number of cases with X 
 
 Coverage:  Number of cases with both X and Y 
                           Number of cases with Y 
 
Consistency and coverage measures can also be used for assessing subset relations of 
necessary conditions. Consistency and coverage in the analysis of necessary conditions assess 
subset relations from outcome Y to condition X. In this regard, it is the coverage in the 
analysis of sufficient conditions, and consistency in the analysis of necessary conditions that 
take into account the entire sample, or all paths to an outcome respectively. It is important to 
assess the empirical relevance of sufficient or necessary conditions only after a subset relation 
is consistent (Ragin, 2008). Table 3 summarizes the set-theoretic measures, where “min” 
refers to the selection of the lower of the two values X and Y (Ragin, 2006, p. 7; 2008, p. 63).    
Type of set-theoretic relations 
Procedure Condition X is a subset of outcome Y 
(sufficiency) 
Outcome Y is a subset of condition X 
(necessity) 
Step 1 Assess consistency using 
(Xi<Yi) = Σ[min(Xi,Yi)]/ Σ(Xi) 
Assess consistency using 
(Yi<Xi) = Σ[min(Xi,Yi)]/ Σ(Yi) 
Step 2 If consistent, assess coverage using 
(Xi<Yi) = Σ[min(Xi,Yi)]/ Σ(Yi) 
If consistent, assess coverage using 
(Yi<Xi) = Σ[min(Xi,Yi)]/ Σ(Xi) 
Table 3: Protocol for assessing consistency and coverage in crisp and fuzzy sets, source: Ragin, 2008, p. 63 
After having described the principles of csQCA as an analytical approach and technique, there 
are more or less ten general steps in a csQCA analysis (own compilation based on Fiss, 2007, 
Schneider & Wagemann, 2010 and Marx & Duşa, 2011, p. 106):  
1. Decide what outcome needs to be investigated. This is an important step because it 
is the baseline for the asymmetrical analysis of csQCA.  
 
2. Define the research population and select the cases for analysis with enough 
variation in the outcome. 
 
3. Derive and list the most significant conditions used to define the research 
population, which might contribute to an explanation of the outcome. This is a core 
exercise since it defines the empirical model. Note that in csQCA it is fully acceptable 
that a model is redefined, or conditions or cases are dropped or added during the 
analysis. This reflects the iterative, qualitative nature of QCA and helps in finding the 
appropriate configuration. 
 
Chapter 4: A Comparative Configurational Analysis of Different Performance Groups                                      88 
 
4. Define each condition and outcome as a binary condition. In a csQCA analysis 
both, the presence and absence of a condition or an outcome, are meaningful. Here a 
reasonable decision for the threshold of the binary choice must be set. 
 
5. Code each condition for each case and bring the information together in a data 
matrix. Ideally, the full data matrix of this raw data should be published (see annex).  
 
6. Test for necessary conditions: Necessary conditions have a very high impact on the 
model and should be filtered before the analysis. They are necessary (but not 
sufficient) because they are part of most paths leading to a given outcome. A perfect 
consistency score in the analysis of a necessary condition (1.0) means that a condition 
is truly necessary because it appears in all paths leading to the outcome; and the 
outcome is not found without this condition. Since necessary conditions are often 
eliminated from the parsimonious solutions it is good to have an overview about 
necessary condition before the analysis of sufficiency. It makes also sense to consider 
an analysis of sufficient conditions (step 7 and 8) without such a necessary condition. 
A consistency value above 0.9 identifies necessary (but not necessarily sufficient) 
conditions (Fiss, 2007). 
 
7. Conduct a truth table and resolve contradictions. The truth table displays all 
empirically observed and logically possible paths towards an outcome. A contradiction 
is an identical combination of conditions in at least two cases which lead to different 
outcomes. Contradictions should be discussed and highlighted in a csQCA analysis. 
Here, contradictions and consistency measures are interrelated (Marx & Duşa, 2011, p. 
110). Consistency in a truth table shows how many cases with a given path lead to the 
analyzed outcome in relation to all cases with the very same path. If e.g. 8 out of 10 
cases with a given combination lead to the presence of an outcome, while 2 cases with 
the same combination do not, then the consistency for this path in the truth table is 0.8. 
A low consistency measure identifies many contradictions in the path, which in turn 
says that a model may be ill-specified. While it is perfectly normal to meet 
contradictions during a csQCA analysis, the researcher should try resolving them 
(Ragin, 2006). This is reached by excluding paths from the analysis that do not meet a 
certain consistency and frequency cutoff. Ragin (2006, p. 293) argues that consistency 
values below 0.75 make it difficult for an empirical setting that substantial subset 
relations exist. However, Marx & Duşa (2011) show that the number of cases and 
condition substantially matter for setting cutoff thresholds and sometimes there are 
good theoretical and methodological reasons for accepting lower thresholds for the 
further analysis. In any case, the truth table is a crucial first step in the analysis of the 
model (Ragin, 1987, Schneider & Wagemann, 2010).  
 
8. Analyze sufficient conditions in the truth table by performing different 
minimization operations: Complex, parsimonious and intermediate solution. Here, 
the different solution formulas and choices for inclusion of logical remainders should 
be made public (Schneider & Wagemann, 2010)  
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9. Repeat step 6 to 8 for the other outcome. Since csQCA is asymmetrical and 
multicausal in nature, the analysis should be performed for both outcomes 
individually.   
 
10. Interpret the results and draw conclusions regarding the model and the cases.  
Finally it should be noted that csQCA is often combined with other methodological 
approaches (Rihoux et al., 2008, p. 170). Researchers have used csQCA and case studies as 
well as quantitative methods in combination for developing and testing theoretical arguments, 
and checking the coherence of empirical data. In the case of the mechanism I run a few 
pretests combined with interviews to understand the complexity of the topic before 
developing the framework. During the analysis I work with descriptive statistics that are able 
to give a tendentious view of the data between high and low-performing, as well as stable and 
unstable enterprises. Since csQCA focuses on the in- and between case complexity, the 
descriptive statistics complement the general understanding of the sample. This 
complementary view is also helpful when going back to the cases.    
In summary, csQCA offers an ideal approach to analyze the steering mechanism of strategic 
ambidexterity. Given the conceptual and theoretical background, it provides a comprehensive 
analysis that allows for modest generalization in early theory development. This way the 
multicausal, complex nature of the mechanism as well as the underlying interrelations can be 
discussed. The model can be further developed and fine-tuned. By performing analyses with 
different outcomes, QCA is also powerful enough to include different performance contexts. 
Together with descriptive statistics it can shape the mechanism for a further analysis and 
distinguishes combinations of conditions that matter from those that do not. This approach is 
also in line with the recent assessments of configurational, comparative research designs for 
strategic management. As Venkatraman (2008, p. 792) finds: “[Such an approach reframes] 
the question away from ‘how much do industry or corporate strategy matter’ to ‘how do 
corporate factors combine’ with industry and business unit factors to impact profitability. The 
reframing shifts the research question away from isolating the different sets of influences as if 
they occur independently toward understanding the complex interdependencies among a set 
of factors that create the high performance configurations’’.  
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4.2 The sample and survey: mechanical engineering as a good example 
for studying the long-term development of enterprises 
For analyzing the configurational nature of the mechanism in different performance groups, it 
is necessary to meet some preconditions for the cases. First, in order to control for influencing 
factors, cases should be as homogenous as possible apart from the mechanism analyzed. 
Second, the sample of cases should be split in at least two different outcome groups with a 
more or less similar number of cases in both outcomes. Third, it should be guaranteed that the 
researcher can gain sufficient familiarity with the cases in order to analyze in- and between 
case complexities. When all three requirements are met, csQCA can be meaningfully applied, 
allowing for a robust analysis of different outcomes and the underlying configurations (Berg-
Schlosser & De Meur, 2008; Schneider & Wagemann, 2010). 
In order to meet these three requirements, cases should come from a population of enterprises 
that has been exposed to a considerable amount of market dynamics over the last years. 
Because of the dynamic circumstances in the market it should be possible to split enterprises 
from this sample into different performance groups. At the same time the sample should be 
big enough so that diversities of the mechanism can be empirically assessed. Given the 
limitation that enterprise knowledge is often confidential and must be gathered using survey 
knowledge, case selection should be based on an industry that combines environmental 
homogeneity and performance variation and still delivers enough cases.  
An industry meeting these demands is the mechanical engineering industry in Germany. 
There are a couple of good reasons why this industry is well suited for the analysis of the 
mechanism of strategic ambidexterity. Mechanical engineering represents one of the leading 
industries in Germany. With 6.227 enterprises, 978.000 employees, and 207 billion EUR of 
turnover it is one of the biggest industries in Germany (all figures 2012, for further details see 
VDMA, 2013). Most enterprises in this industry have a long-term business history. The 
probability to reach a high number of cases with a long enough business history is therefore 
high.  
Second, there are certain structural backgrounds in relation to the sustainable performance 
that make the industry an interesting subject to study. With regard to performance and 
strategy variances, mechanical engineering saw a significant downturn in terms of orders, 
turnovers and employee development during the financial crisis in 2009 and 2010. However, 
the industry has very quickly regained values from the pre-crisis record year 2008 (figure 9). 
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Until 2008 it has seen a continuous increase in turnover of 208 billion EUR, followed by a 
sharp decrease in 2009 (161 billion EUR) and 2010 (173 billion EUR) and a fast return to the 
record year in 2011 (201 billion EUR) and 2012 (207 billion EUR). A similar picture can be 
drawn regarding the number of employees. Starting from a record number of 945.000 
employees in 2008, there was a decline in 2009 (939.000) and 2010 (908.000), following a 
strong recovery in 2011 (948.000) and 2012 (978.000). The quintessence here is that if the 
industry has recovered quickly from the economic downturn in 2009/2010 any variation 
between different performance groups may give an even stronger idea about the differences or 
similarities in the mechanism of strategic ambidexterity. In addition, most enterprises of 
mechanical engineering have a long-term history being on the market for decades (VDMA, 
2013).  
 
Figure 9: Turnover development of mechanical engineering in Germany (in billion EUR), source: Statistisches 
Bundesamt/VDMA 
Moreover, the industry association in Germany, VDMA, has recently published an assessment 
of the future challenges for German mechanical engineering companies (VDMA & 
McKinsey, 2014). It explicitly points to the fact that enterprises need to find a reasonable ratio 
of highly specialized, high-quality and upscale products on the one hand, and alternative 
business models on the other in order to stay competitive. The study determines that foreign 
competitors from Asia, Europe and the USA increasingly enter the market of German 
mechanical engineering enterprises with lower-price products and services that are getting 
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close to the quality of German enterprises. These competitors are found to quickly increase 
their innovative capacities. Translating these recent assessments into the research questions of 
this thesis, it gets obvious that the deliberate treatment of strategic stability and change is a 
core challenge of mechanical engineering enterprises in Germany. 
Third, certain internal structural settings are also relevant for the mechanism studied in this 
work. First of all, the mechanical engineering industry in Germany is very much export-
oriented. Approximately three forth of all production is exported, leading to a surplus of 93 
billion EUR in 2012. As has been argued in chapter 2, internationalization is connected to 
changes and challenges of the business (growth, new markets and new situation to adapt). 
German mechanical engineering enterprises show the highest world market share in 
mechanical engineering products (16.5%) followed by Japan (11.8 %) and the USA (11.3%). 
In addition, mechanical engineering enterprises in Germany have a very high share in 
innovation activities: in 2011 28% of all products made by mechanical engineering 
enterprises were new or significantly enhanced. Three fourth of all enterprises have 
introduced at least one product or process innovation between 2009 and 2011. All investments 
made by enterprises on innovation activities were worth 12.7 billion EUR (2011). Besides 
having recent products and processes in place, mechanical engineering enterprises 
significantly focus on the renewal of products and services. Also, mechanical engineering 
enterprises have highly qualified and motivated staff available: over 167.000 engineers and IT 
specialists (2012) work in these enterprises. Non-academic personnel have in most instances 
at least a skilled engineering worker certificate (all figures VDMA, 2013).  These internal 
qualification make the industry an ideal subject to study, since enterprises are confronted with 
renewal options, which is essentially covered by qualified personnel at most levels of an 
enterprise.  
Finally, the enterprise structure in the German mechanical engineering industry is highly 
SME-oriented which provides a good setting for the analysis of the mechanism for strategic 
ambidexterity: 87% of all enterprises have less than 250 employees, and only 2% more than 
1.000. According to the VDMA many of these SME-enterprises are worldwide leading within 
their technological field. This substantially corresponds to the high-performing enterprises of 
Hidden Champions, Born Globals and High Growth Enterprises, presented in chapter 2. 
Moreover, the internal structure of medium sized enterprises is more flexible and less 
complex than in bigger corporates, having fewer resources available to deliberately deal with 
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strategic tensions (Voss & Voss, 2013). SMEs provide a good setting for analyzing the 
mechanism of strategic ambidexterity. In bigger, more hierarchical enterprises a mechanism 
for strategic ambidexterity may not be traced down and analyzed that easily because 
management structures are more hierarchical and complex. It is, therefore, reasonable to first 
analyze such a mechanism using medium-sized enterprises. In a later stage, the knowledge 
gained from the analysis could be lifted and compared to bigger, more formalized, 
hierarchical enterprise structures.  
Taken all these facts together, the German mechanical engineering industry in the time frame 
between 2008 and 2012 is an ideal subject for empirical analysis. As for the relationship 
between performance, strategic stability and the mechanism of strategic ambidexterity, 
mechanical engineering delivers an appropriate background: enterprises share characteristics 
of high-performing firms (see chapter 2.1), such as high innovation or internationalization 
rates. A reasonable ratio of strategic stability and change constitutes a key challenge in the 
future (VDMA & McKinsey, 2014). Moreover, German mechanical engineering enterprises 
act in a rather dynamic business environment (internationalization, high innovation activities, 
increasing competition) and have gone through a downturn during the economic crisis. If the 
entire industry was able to get through the economic downturn (2008-2012), then 
performance differences – measured for several consecutive years – should allow a sharp 
distinction between high and low-performing enterprises. Those elaborated performance 
differences are the baseline for a deeper configurational, comparative analysis of differences 
and similarities in terms of the model presented in chapter 3.  
The empirical data was gathered as follows: the date was taken from the Hoppenstedt 
Enterprises Data Base (Hoppenstedt, 2013) that records turnover and number of employees, 
as well as the name of executives and address information from enterprises. Hoppenstedt has 
about 300.000 enterprise profiles available. In order to increase the number of hits the focus 
laid on four German provinces (Bundesland): Baden-Württemberg, Bavaria, Hesse and 
Northrhine-Westphalia with a high share of SME enterprises from mechanical engineering. 
Only enterprises between 100 and 750 employees were chosen
3
 in order to reflect Mittelstand 
enterprises as classified by Simon (1996, 2007). He argues that such enterprises may be above 
thresholds of established SME definitions because of organizational similarities. In addition, 
                                                          
3
 For the assessment of the number of employees latest figures from 2012 were used. 
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larger enterprises tend to be longer in the market. The threshold of the minimal number of 
employees was set to 100. Enterprises with fewer employees are different in terms of 
organization and management structures than Mittelstand companies (Simon, 2007; Voss & 
Voss, 2013). The database also revealed that enterprises with less than 100 employees quite 
often had no full data record on turnover or employees for the years 2008-2012 which may be 
a sign for their infancy in the market. Altogether, looking for mechanical engineering 
enterprises with 100 to 750 employees from Baden-Württemberg, Bavaria, Hesse and 
Northrhine-Westphalia 1.270 enterprises could be identified (table 4): 
Bundesland/  
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Table 4: Overview of enterprises available in the Hoppenstedt data base and enterprises taken into account for 
the survey 
In a next step, only enterprises that had a consecutive data record of five years (2008-2012) 
for the turnover as well as a history of at least ten years on the market were included in the 
data set. Enterprises, that have been active for at least ten years, have experienced at least 
some dynamics (growth, decline etc.; Miller & Friesen, 1984), and are therefore well-suited 
for the analysis of strategic tensions and balancing. All enterprises that did not meet these 
criteria were deleted. Table 4 shows that a total of 794 enterprises could be included, which 
equals 12.8% of all enterprises in the mechanical engineering industry in Germany.  
The questionnaires were sent on 17 September 2013 to 794 enterprises. An accompanying 
letter (see annex) shortly explaining the research background was explicitly addressed to chief 
executives of the enterprise and they were asked to return the questionnaire until 18 October 
2013. In addition, a short introduction at the beginning of the questionnaire explicitly stated 
that it should be answered solely by a member of the highest executive board.
4
 In order to 
                                                          
4
 I am aware of the fact that this approach does not guarantee that executives answer the questionnaire 
themselves. Although assuring anonymity may positively influence this common method bias, it cannot be 
entirely ruled out for this sample. However, a questionnaire asking enterprises about their strategic issues needs 
to guarantee anonymity in order to get feasible results. For more details on this point see the discussion of 
limitations in chapter 7. 
Chapter 4: A Comparative Configurational Analysis of Different Performance Groups                                      95 
 
raise the number of responses, the survey was anonymous. As an additional motivation to 
participate I offered to send results of the research in case of interest (additional sheet for 
address). All questionnaires were anonymized right after receiving them so that a connection 
between data and firm was impossible. No reminder was sent. Until 20 October 2013 I 
received 75 responses, of which 74 were valid (one incomplete questionnaire).  This equals a 
response rate of 9.45%. 62 out of 75 enterprises were interested in receiving the research 
results. As for the methodology of medium-N comparative research this proportion is very 
feasible (Ragin, 1987, 2008). Table 5 shows the return rate for each province: 
Bundesland/  













































Table 5: Final distribution of received questionnaires 
The 794 enterprises where grouped into five different performance groups (see chapter 4.3 for 
operationalization). To track the performance group and location of the enterprises, I 
produced 20 different versions of the questionnaire (five performance groups, four provinces). 
This pre-selection permits strict comparativeness across cases. Since the information on 
performance and location was already available in the Hoppenstedt data base, there was no 
need to ask for this information in the questionnaire. This way the questionnaire could be kept 
shorter and the willingness of respondents to answer was increased. Also, since performance 
data is often perceived as confidential information, the pre-selection of performance groups 
and different marking of questionnaires increases the willingness to answer the questionnaire 
as well. I used different heading fonts and positioning of page numbers to track both, 
performance and provinces. Enterprises received only one version that corresponded to their 
performance group and province. In turn, I was able to easily detect performance and 
province from returned questionnaires. Besides the differences in headings and page numbers, 
questionnaires were identical and contained the same set of questions. In consequence, 
respondents did not recognize any differences.  
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4.3 Operationalizing and pretesting the outcomes and the mechanism: 
performance, strategic stability and the elements of the mechanism 
To fully comply with the configurational, multi-causal, dichotomous and asymmetrical nature 
of the empirical exercise, some rules for operationalization need to be followed. The selection 
and definition of the outcome and conditions in a csQCA analysis should be conceptualized 
on the basis of substantial prior theoretical and empirical knowledge (Berg-Schlosser & De 
Meur, 2008; Schneider & Wagemann, 2010). The theoretical model (chapter 3) presented the 
three dimensions driver, foundation and revision of the mechanism of strategic ambidexterity. 
The mechanism combines different research streams such as ambidexterity, dynamic 
capabilities and strategic management by integrating elements that ought to be present in a 
mechanism of strategic ambidexterity. Moreover, the balancing and steering of tensions 
include different organizational and leadership issues. Thus, the mechanism and its elements 
have been derived using latest theoretical and empirical knowledge.  
In comparison to previous empirical studies on ambidexterity or dynamic capabilities this 
work uses a csQCA that has not yet been performed in this context. The vast majority of 
empirical studies on ambidexterity and dynamic capabilities use Likert scales to 
operationalize dependent and independent variables. Furthermore, research most often looks 
at one aspect of the mechanism described in this work. QCA, however, allows analyzing the 
mechanism as a whole. In general, there are not many applications of csQCA in strategic 
management or enterprise studies (Greckhammer et al., 2008). Consequently, the following 
operationalization of conditions cannot borrow measures from previous research. Therefore, 
the operationalization follows an original approach that orients at research from 
ambidexterity, dynamic capabilities, strategic management, organizational and leadership 
research. The operationalization follows the purpose of dichotomizing conditions and 
outcomes. Its main aim is the analysis of multiple configurations. 
The operationalization and the questionnaire have been pretested in a two-step approach. As 
for the specification and prior testing of the outcomes and the conditions I conducted a first 
round of interviews with three enterprise executives from different industries (paper, textile 
and bioengineering industry) as well as one representative of a German business association 
in December 2012. The basis for the interviews was a first version of a questionnaire intended 
solely for a pretest. The interviewees were asked to tell (a) whether they understand the 
questions in the questionnaire and their formulation, (b) whether there is something missing in 
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the questionnaire and (c) what their understanding of strategy, strategic stability and change 
was. All four respondents said that the mechanism covers the broadest aspects of steering 
strategic stability and change. If anything, then such a mechanism should be even more 
detailed and related to the industry of respondents. However, since the aim of this empirical 
exercise is to uncover core elements of such a steering mechanism, a detailed review of a 
consolidated version of the mechanism could be done at a later stage of research. As for this 
work, the results of the four interviews were used to specify the questionnaire focusing even 
more on a clear-cut dichotomous operationalization of the different elements.  
This resulted in a revised version of the questionnaire which was sent to six German 
enterprises from the mechanical engineering industry in May 2013. The aim of the second 
round of pretests was to consolidate the questionnaire. Responses were transcribed into a 
QCA simulation in order to test whether a clear scaling on the basis of qualitative survey 
knowledge is possible. As a consequence the questionnaire could be further reduced. The 
performance measures as well as a couple of redundant questions were taken out and some 
questions were sharpened. In addition, I introduced a couple of questions to measure strategic 
stability. The pretest also showed that respondents did not fully report on turnover and 
employee figures over the last ten years as requested in the questionnaires. Moreover, during 
the first round of interviews in December 2012 each respondent stated that the topic of 
enterprise strategy in relation with performance is a very confidential matter. Therefore, 
performance questions were taken out and I decided to use the Hoppenstedt database as a 
source for performance measures (see chapter 4.2).  
The final questionnaire to assess the outcome strategic stability and the conditions (see annex) 
contained a set of 26 questions. There were seven questions about the dimension driver, nine 
questions about the dimension foundation, and six questions about dimension revision, 
allowing an ordering of the different conditions into a binary scale of 0 (not present, non-
existent, not applicable etc.) or 1 (present, existent, applicable etc.). Four questions were used 
to measure strategic stability and change. The questionnaire allowed for a cross-checking of 
results as some questions served also as control for other questions. In the next section I will 
explain in detail how the different outcomes and conditions have been operationalized. 
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4.3.1 Operationalizing performance 
The outcome performance is not assessed using knowledge from the questionnaire because 
the pretest showed that the willingness to provide turnover and employment data is not always 
given (see chapter 4.3 on pretest). Instead, a performance indicator is computed based on data 
from the Hoppenstedt enterprise data base. Following this approach, the enterprises were 
sorted into five different performance groups before. 
In order to increase the interpretative depth, enterprises are grouped into five different 
performance groups: lowest, lower, medium, higher and highest performers. Such grouping 
into five different performance clusters allows for a deeper case-related analysis: what makes 
highest performers different from lowest performers? Are there differences between highest 
and higher performers? In addition, medium-performers serve as a control group during the 
analysis. This approach gives the researcher the opportunity for a more comprehensive 
analysis of performance variations.  
Although csQCA works only with a dichotomous operationalization of conditions and 
outcome (here: low performance: Boolean false (0), and high performance: Boolean true (1)), 
a grouping of enterprises into various performance groups allows for a sharper discrimination 
between different cases. This in turn allows a deeper analysis of the underlying combination 
of conditions and the cases that share these conditions. Imagine for instance a combination of 
conditions in the driver dimension leading to high performance with six higher performing 
and two highest performing enterprises sharing the same outcome. However, the analysis of 
the outcome low performance reveals that three lowest performers also have the same 
combination of conditions in the driver component. Here QCA shows its strength as a case-
based qualitative method. The researcher can go back to the cases (e.g. by consulting other 
knowledge gained in the questionnaire) and analyze why these lowest performers share the 
same combination of conditions. In this regard, the control group of medium-performing 
enterprises also gains an important role. First, a sharper distinction between high and low 
performance is possible. In addition it may also show that some combinations of conditions 
may be met neither in high nor low-performers but in a majority of medium-performing 
enterprises. This may shed light on the mechanism for strategic ambidexterity.  
In order to cluster enterprises along different performance thresholds over five consecutive 
years, a performance indicator based on turnover is computed. The Hoppenstedt database 
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gives information on turnover for the years 2008 until 2012. The measure of turnover 
development over time as a performance indicator is in line with previous empirical research 
on the ambidexterity-performance link (e.g. He & Wong, 2004; Venkatraman et al., 2007; 
Wulf et al., 2010; O’Reilly & Tushman, 2011; Voss & Voss, 2013). However, I chose 
turnover also because the record of other performance related measures in Hoppenstedt (e.g. 
profitability or the number of employees) was not available for all enterprises over five 
consecutive years.  
Although turnover has been found to be a reliable indicator of performance in the context of 
ambidexterity (Hendersson, 1999; He & Wong, 2004; Derbyshire, 2014), measures like 
profitability or employment growth/decline were also identified to be reliable predictors of 
performance in similar enterprise research projects, like corporate decision-making, (e.g. 
Adner & Helfat, 2003), organizational aspects of high growth (e.g. Parker et al., 2010) or 
leadership issues (e.g. Hiller et al., 2011). Profitability includes not only sales, but refers also 
to the costs an enterprise is confronted with. Growth or decline of employment is based on the 
idea that the number of employees mirrors the production intensity of an enterprise better than 
sheer sales.  
Given the availability of data in the Hoppenstedt data base, turnover turns out to be a good 
performance measure for this study. The branch of mechanical engineering is marked by 
highly specialized, niche-oriented products. Often, enterprises in this branch have a limited 
number of specialized products serving customers worldwide (cp. VDMA & McKinsey, 
2014). Such machinery and machinery equipment are often costly and sold in the premium 
price segment (Simon, 2007). Therefore, an increase or decline in sales of such specialized, 
costly and high-prize products – reflected by turnover – can be directly linked to performance.   
This approach also controls for factors that could have an impact on enterprise performance 
differences over the years. The data is taken form four different provinces in Germany. 
Hence, regulatory backgrounds are very similar and the necessary environmental 
homogeneity is given. Furthermore, it concentrates on enterprises with a size of 100 to 750 
employees, assuming that the organizational and management structures are comparable.   
As a measurement for the progression of each enterprise's yearly turnover within the 
investigated five-year-period, a so-called enterprise individual performance indicator (EIPI) is 
defined as follows:  





   
The EIPI is computed for each enterprise by dividing the average of four determinable 
trending indicators (TI) for the timeframe of 2008-2012 by the average turnover of one single 
enterprise (toent) for the years 2008-2012. TI is defined as follows: 
𝑇𝐼𝑛→𝑛+1 = 𝑡𝑜𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑛+1 − 𝑡𝑜𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑛 ∙  𝛿𝑛→𝑛+1  
The trending indicator TI compares the progression of the turnover figures of an individual 
enterprise with the progression of the turnover of all enterprises in the respective group of 
enterprises (same province) from one year to another (e.g. from year n to year n+1). With this 
definition it is possible to calculate four trending indicators within the investigated period of 
2008-2012. TI shows in how far a single enterprise’s turnover in year n+1 (toentn+1) deviates 
from a hypothetical turnover figure in year n+1, assuming that the enterprise had taken the 
average industry turnover development from year n to n+1. To calculate this latter value, the 
rate of change of the turnover of all enterprises of the same province from year n to 
n+1(δn

n+1) is multiplied by the enterprise’s turnover in the year n (toentn). Positive values 
of TI indicate that an enterprise developed better than the average of all enterprises in the 
dataset (one province) and negative values indicate the opposite.  
Taken as a whole, EIPI defines a company-size corrected, dimensionless performance 
indicator for the assessment of an enterprises' turnover development over time in comparison 
to all companies in the selected dataset. The results indicate whether the enterprise performed 
better, worse or average compared to all firms in the dataset from one province. In 
comparison to a static performance indicator, the EIPI includes the dynamic development of 
enterprises which lies at the heart of any theoretical or empirical discussion of sustainable 
competitive advantage (Ketchen et al., 2008, p. 649; Ployhart & Vandenberg, 2010, p. 101). 
Note that the performance indicator has been computed for each province separately, taking 
into account potential mitigating effects in each province.   
Using the EIPI, the data set is divided into five performance groups. For doing this, a 
histogram of all enterprises is constructed for each province separately. The division of the 
sample follows three simple rules: there should be five groups, ordered in a symmetrical way 
around 0, and all groups should be more or less similarly big. Note that this sampling also 
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deleted one enterprise from the sample, since it classified as an extreme outlier in the Hesse 
sample. Five performance groups were defined: highest, higher, medium, lower and lowest 
performer (compare Table 6). Given the comparative nature of the empirical analysis, this 
discrimination is in line with the necessity to include a similar number of the possible 
outcomes into the QCA analysis (Schlosser & De Meur, 2008, p. 24).  
Table 6: Overview of different performance groups for all enterprises addressed 
Table 7: Overview of different performance groups for the final sample in the analysis 
Because performance groups are equally distributed, the final distribution of enterprises 
returning the questionnaire classifies for a csQCA analysis with the outcome performance. 
The final sample consists of a more or less similarly distributed number of enterprises in each 
performance group (table 7). All in all, there are 23 overall low-performing enterprises (4 
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TOTAL  29 18 6 21 74  
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resulting an overall sample of 51 cases for the QCA analysis with the outcome performance. 
In addition, there are 23 medium-performing cases, resulting in an overall sample of 74 
enterprises. 
In sum, the differences between different performance groups and the given distribution of 
cases can be seen as an ideal starting point for further analysis. It allows for an in-depth 
investigation of the mechanism for strategic ambidexterity and the underlying performance 
variation. Because of the grouping into five different performance groups, similarities and 
differences between two binary outcomes, low and high performance, and the underlying 
combination of conditions can be analyzed more comprehensively.  
4.3.2 Operationalizing strategic stability  
The questionnaire contains a set of questions that are designed for building another outcome 
measure: strategic stability. The rationale for this lies in the fact that the link between the 
mechanism of strategic ambidexterity and performance may not tell the whole story about 
sustainable competitive advantage. As argued a certain ratio of stability and change at the 
strategic level may also be a key source for enterprise competitiveness. Indeed, it is not clear 
whether all high-performers are stable, while all low-performers are unstable, or vice versa. 
Therefore, if one changes the perspective to strategic stability as an outcome, this may reveal 
additional knowledge about the mechanism of strategic ambidexterity. By shifting attention to 
a second outcome strategic stability, a two-dimensional analytical space of performance and 
strategic stability can be presented. Such shift in perspective is seen as an important 
theoretical and empirical exercise in strategic management addressing the complexity of the 
enterprise organization and sustainable competitive advantage (Hoskisson et al., 1999; 
Herrmann, 2005; Mahoney & McGahan, 2007). QCA is well-suited for performing such 
perspective shifts.  
The outcome of strategic stability (stable, unstable) is operationalized using four questions 
based on the qualitative and quantitative objectives of an enterprise. As has been mentioned 
before, strategic stability is defined as the stability of the overall strategy or business model. 
The strategy serves as an anchor based on business objectives and values. This drives all other 
factors such as resources, capabilities, personnel etc. (Mintzberg et al., 1993). Hence, 
objectives form a fundamental basis of stability. Qualitative and quantitative objectives 
formulate given milestones and structures and are developed and controlled at the highest 
possible level of an enterprise: the leadership level. In consequence I argue that the longer – 
both quantitative and qualitative – objectives are set, the more persistent and durable an 
enterprise strategy is.  
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However, it could be argued that enterprise objectives change all the time and may not be 
executed with full strictness. As a consequence objectives might not tell anything about the 
real strategic stability of an enterprise. However, empirical evidence of high-performing 
enterprises like Hidden Champions or Gazelles shows that strategies are substantially linked 
to objectives (Barringer et al., 2005; Simon, 2007). Objectives are kept long and updated on a 
given trajectory. If new strategic objectives become necessary, then they are formulated for a 
longer time span. This is in line with discussions about enterprise vision and corresponding 
planning activities in enterprises that have seen a remarkable amount of empirical research in 
the 1990s. It has been confirmed that vision has a strong influence on the long-term 
competitiveness of enterprises (Westley & Mintzberg, 1989; Kantabutra & Gayle, 2006; 
Shipman et al., 2010). In contrast, it has been found that fully fluid organizations are found to 
have minor orientation in dynamic environments (Schreyögg & Sydow, 2010). This has also 
been lately acknowledged in ambidexterity research (O’Reilly & Tushman, 2008). Qualitative 
and quantitative objectives are related to an enterprise vision. They have a substantial 
influence on other elements in the enterprise. This in turn makes enterprise objectives a good 
measure for strategic stability of enterprises.  
The following questions are used to construct a measure of strategic stability. First, the 
change in quantitative objectives during the last ten years was taken into account (objectives 
in relation to turnover, sales, revenues; Q23a
5
). Second, the change of qualitative objectives 





 asked for a subjective view on the overall strategic stability of the enterprise 
over the last ten years. All three questions used a five-point ordinal scale. The mean from all 
answers created the indicator for strategic stability. When the mean led to a neutral result 
(3.00) cases were confronted with a control question (Q11
8
 about the overall duration of 
enterprise objectives). This allowed for a clear classification of enterprises in strategically 
stable or unstable. Altogether 15 out of 74 enterprises had to be coded with the help of the 
                                                          
5
 Q23a: “How often have you changed your quantitative objectives (e.g. revenue or sales) during the last 10 
years?” Answers: biannually or less; once a year; once in 2-3 years; less often; never 
6
 Q23b: “How often have you changed your qualitative objectives (e.g. market position, values, 
internationalization etc.) during the last 10 years?” Answers: biannually or less; once a year; once in 2-3 years; 
less often; never 
7
 Q25: “On a scale from 1 to 5 (whereas: 1: very unstable and 5: very stable) – would you say that your enterprise 
strategy was rather stable or unstable during the last 10 years?” 
8
 Q11: “For which period do you set your enterprise objectives?” Answers: for 1 year or less; for 2 to 3 years; for 
4 to 9 years; for 10 years or more. 
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control questions (8 low, 4 medium and 3 high-performing enterprises). All in all, there is the 
following distribution of cases in stable and unstable enterprises according to performance 
groups (table 8). 
Performance Group 




Lowest 3      (75.0%) 1      (25.0%) 4 
Lower 13    (68.4%) 6      (31.6%) 19 
Medium 6      (21.6%) 17    (73.9%) 23 
Higher 9      (45.0%) 11    (55.0%) 20 
Highest 3      (37.5%) 5      (62.5%) 8 
TOTAL 34    (47.3%) 40    (52.7%) 74 
Table 8: Distribution of enterprises in five different performance and two stability groups, including medium-
performers 
Although the overall sample shows a similar distribution of stable and unstable enterprises, a 
closer look at the performance groups reveals differences. Low-performing, stable enterprises 
are not present as often as its unstable peers. The picture for high-performing enterprises 
looks different, where the share of stable and unstable enterprises is similar. Of course, this 
represents the empirical findings and should be taken into account: is low performance related 
to unstable business strategies and vice versa? Or what is the link between stability and 
performance? This is what this study tries to find out.  
As for the comparative analysis with QCA this uneven distribution between outcomes is not 
necessarily burdensome (Berg-Schlosser & De Meur, 2008, p. 24). Excluding the control 
group of medium-performers, we find 28 unstable enterprises against 23 stable enterprises, 
compared to 23 low and 28 high-performing enterprises. This implies that there is an 
intersection between enterprises from performance and stability groups. Since we are 
particularly interested in the complex relationship between performance, strategic stability 
and the different configurations of the mechanism, such intersection between cases is 
desirable, given the assumption that the researcher expects similarities and differences. 
Moreover, most medium-performing enterprises are stable. Acting as a control group, such 
differences in medium-performers may enhance results from the core analysis (N=51). The 
point here is to analyze QCA results while keeping the outcome distribution in mind. Since 
the QCA analysis is performed for both outcomes – a particular strength of QCA – there is a 
good way to deal with this kind of case distribution.  
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In sum, the outcome strategic stability is used to broaden the analysis. Since differences 
between performance groups do not necessarily reveal differences between stable and 
unstable enterprises, the introduction of a second outcome perspective allows for a sharper 
discrimination between similarities and differences. All in all, the outcomes performance and 
strategic stability form an analytical two-dimensional space, in which the different elements 
of the mechanism situate. How the mechanism is operationalized is presented in the next 
chapter.    
4.3.3 Operationalizing the different conditions 
In csQCA there must be a reasonable trade-off between conditions and cases, while the 
number of conditions should be kept as low as possible (Berg-Schlosser & De Meur, 2008; 
Schneider & Wagemann, 2010; Marx & Duşa, 2011). The reason for this lies in the 
combinatorial nature of configurational analyses. The number of all theoretically possible 
combinations rises exponentially with the number of conditions. Therefore, if there are too 
many conditions in a model or too few cases for the analysis, then the possibility of each case 
to have a unique combination of conditions is very high. Because QCA is designed to find 
structural similarities and differences among a number of cases, such a model would be odd. 
In other words, the research needs to find a reasonable trade-off between cases and 
conditions. The overall number of conditions should be driven by theoretical and empirical 
prior knowledge. A clear hypothesis should be made for each condition to be included. The 
theoretical concept of the mechanism of strategic ambidexterity was developed taking into 
account latest research in the field of ambidexterity, dynamic capabilities and strategic 
management, including leadership and organizational research.   
In the theoretical model of the mechanism of strategic ambidexterity there are altogether nine 
different elements in the three dimensions of the mechanism (compare figure 8, chapter 3). If 
this concept would be used for the empirical analysis as such, then the theoretically possible 
number of 512 (9
2
) combinations of conditions leading to an outcome, and the number of 
cases for this analysis (51 excluding and 74 including medium-performers) would result in 
many individualized explanations in the cases observed as well as many empirically 
unobserved, yet theoretically possible paths. This would narrow the analysis since a 
reasonable reduction and structure of the mechanism cannot be expected. The problem of 
limited diversity increases with the number of conditions in the model. Therefore, in order to 
draw empirically robust results, the number of conditions should not be too high.  
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In addition, the operationalization of elements following the different propositions would be 
oversimplified by focusing solely on nine conditions. There are different phenomena loading 
on one proposition and this raises the challenge how to operationalize such multiple notions 
within a single condition in a way that sharp, dichotomous evidence can be clearly assigned.  
In order to avoid the individualization of cases and oversimplification of conditions, the nine 
elements of the strategic ambidexterity mechanism are sub-divided into 20 dichotomous 
conditions that follow the nine propositions from chapter 3. This approach follows 
recommendations of configurational research designs for the strategic management context 
(Dess et al., 1993, p. 780). In order to receive meaningful results, the empirical analysis is 
conducted in three different analytic blocks that come along with the three dimensions of the 
mechanism driver, foundation and revision. The analytical blocks consist of five (driver; 32 
possible configuration), seven (foundation, 128 possible configurations) and eight (revision, 
256 possible configurations) conditions that will be described in detail following the next 
section. Altogether, an analysis of these 20 conditions as a whole would result in 20
2
 logically 
possible configurations. Given the number of cases (51 excluding/74 including medium-
performers) such an analysis would result in ambiguous, individual findings of each case. 
This is the reason why the dimensions are analyzed separately. 
Due to the complexity of the mechanism, the separate analysis in three analytical blocks has a 
number of advantages. First, the mechanism can be analyzed in much more detail. Concerning 
the different combinations one can perform different sub-analyses, can combine several 
aspects, isolate several configurations and so forth. For example definition has been 
operationalized concentrating on clarity, ambitiousness, durability, and future orientation. 
This reflects proposition 2a (definition) which formulates: “There is a clear and ambitious 
definition of business objectives. Objectives and strategy are fundamentally based on future 
projections of the business.” With this approach, definition can be discussed in a 
configurational manner in detail and it can be combined with other conditions of the 
dimension foundation or of the mechanism as a whole. For example, conditions from the 
dimension definition can be combined with conditions from the dimension foundation in order 
to deepen the analysis. Moreover, since the questionnaire also provides qualitative knowledge 
from other dimensions, the interpretative depth for the qualitative analysis is high. Rather than 
taking subjective ordinal-based measures of one variable for granted, this case-based 
approach used for coding and analyzing includes the entire case knowledge. It heightens the 
analytical possibilities of the researcher.  
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To operationalize the different elements of the mechanism of strategic ambidexterity, I 
combine nominal answers with qualitative and quantitative assessments where necessary. The 
aim is to use a mix of qualitative, quantitative and case-based coding of answers, in order to 
dichotomize the conditions based on theoretical and empirical knowledge. Dichotomization of 
conditions is necessary when working with csQCA. Following this logic of coding, the 
gathered data for each proposition and the corresponding conditions can be ordered into 
Boolean true or false. When there are conflicting answers for one or more conditions, the 
overall case knowledge is able to overcome ambiguities. The corresponding questionnaire 
was developed and pretested in a first round of interviews and consolidated in a second round 
of interviews (see chapter 4.3). Thus, although the operationalization cannot build on similar 
empirical studies, the pretests confirmed its usability in the scope of csQCA.  
The following section proceeds as follows: I will summarize each proposition and introduce 
the corresponding conditions, as well as questions and answers used in the questionnaire to 
assess the condition. I will briefly explain the dichotomous operationalization, using a 
qualitative approach of condition coding. A maximum of transparency is guaranteed, as all 
coding decisions for each case are noted in the raw data matrix (see annex). 
4.3.3.1 Driver 
As has been defined in chapter 3, the driver dimension is an integral part of the mechanism 
because the steering of the enterprises’ strategy is located here. Since the balancing 
mechanism is anchored at the highest possible level of an enterprise, the driver component 
takes a crucial role in such a mechanism. He defines, guides and reconfigures the strategy and 
business model if necessary and has, therefore, a significant influence on other elements of 
the mechanism of strategic ambidexterity.  
The following operationalization table (table 9) reads as follows: the first column presents the 
proposition. The second column describes the conditions used for a proposition and the 
corresponding configuration of each condition (Boolean true and false). The last column 
shows how the responses are categorized regarding dichotomous conditions and the related 
questions.
9
  With regard to the condition duration of strategic responsibility the term sourcedura 
(representing Boolean false: short-term responsibility) is coded as follows: the person/people 
                                                          
9
 For a comprehensive listing of all questions please refer to the questionnaire (see annex). 
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responsible for the enterprise strategy do this for a maximum of three years or less (Q3). In 
contrast, long-term responsibility is assigned to the term SOURCEDURA (Boolean true) with a 
responsibility of at least 4 years. The notation sourcedura (in italics) describes simply the 
name of the condition when used during the analysis without pointing to a particular 
configuration (Boolean true or false). All following conditions and their operationalization are 
described accordingly. 
DRIVER   Operationalization Questions (see annex)  
P1a:  














Condition  Duration of strategic 





- Discontinuity in responsibilities regarding 
business strategy formulation.  
 
SOURCEDURA [1] 












Condition  Number of responsible people 
for the strategy (sourceresp) 
 
sourceresp [0] 




- Managing and leading responsibility 
concentrated in one person. 









Table 9: Operationalization of proposition 1a (long-term responsibility): duration and number of people for 
strategic responsibility 
As for proposition 1a (long-term responsibility) it has been argued that a certain long-term 
responsibility should be related to the driver because strategy and strategic overhauls take 
time to manifest. Therefore, two different time frames with a threshold cutoff at 3 years are 
used for operationalizing long-term or short-term responsibility. A control question (Q4) 
assesses how often the strategic responsibility has changed during the last 10 years. Note that 
this control question is not operationalized in QCA as a condition but will be reflected in the 
descriptive statistics. As for strategic responsibility, it can also be interesting if there is one 
person or a leadership team in charge, and who drives the strategy in the enterprise. This 
                                                          
10
 In QCA lowercase letters stand for Boolean false, while uppercase letters refer to Boolean true.  
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second condition of strategic responsibility (sourceresp) uses a threshold of assigning 
strategic responsibilities to either one person or a more than one person (Q1). Additionally 
(Q2) provides information on who exactly is responsible. Note that the condition soureresp 
gathers additional knowledge about the level of responsibility.  
Proposition 1b (intention) is based on the assumption that a clear commitment for growth 
influences the ability of the driver to successfully deal with changes resulting from growth or 
external challenges (table 10). As a consequence such commitment also influences the 
awareness to an appropriate balance of strategic stability or change. The operationalization for 
the condition intention related to P1b is based on a qualitative self-assessment of the 
respondent, whether growth is an integral part of the enterprise or not (Q6).     
DRIVER   Operationalization Questions (see annex)  
P1b:  





Condition  Intention for growth (intention) 
 
intention [0] 
- Growth is not an integral part of the enterprise. 










No growth targets;  
no clear statements 
about growth;  
we don’t want to grow 
any further 
 
Growth as an integral 
part of the enterprise 
Table 10: Operationalization of proposition 1b (intention): intention for growth 
Finally, it has been argued in proposition 1c (experience) that the driver has management or 
industry knowledge which helps him to deal with changes in the business environment. It was 
found that a driver with such experience better understands challenges towards a given 
strategy as well as driving the enterprise through change. Therefore, these experiences are 
operationalized using two different conditions for both, industry (experienceindu) and 
management experience (experiencemana). Q5 (table 11) gives five choices for what the 
driver has done before he started to work in strategic responsibility in his enterprise.  
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DRIVER   Operationalization Questions (see annex)  
P1c:  












- The driver in charge has no prior job 




- The driver in charge has prior job experience in 





different industry;  
nothing from the given 
answers  
 
same enterprise;  
same industry 
 




- The driver in charge has no prior job 
experience in a management position. 
 
EXPERIENCEMANA [1] 
- The driver in charge has prior job experience in 





nothing from the given 
answers 
 
management position  
Table 11: Operationalization of proposition 1c (experience): industry and management experience 
All in all, the driver dimension includes five different conditions leading to 32 logically 
possible combinations. Additional knowledge is gathered about the actual strategic 
responsibility and the amount of change of such responsibility. The operationalization of all 
conditions has a clear-cut threshold setting each condition into two different dichotomous 
configurations.   
4.3.3.2 Foundation 
The dimension foundation forms the basis for the proper definition and alignment of the 
enterprise strategy. A proper definition of business objectives paves the way for the 
comprehension and commitment by internal and external followers of an enterprise. If 
followers continuously anticipate and understand why an enterprise has a certain strategy or 
business model in place, then they will also be willing to reflect necessary changes. The first 




Chapter 4: A Comparative Configurational Analysis of Different Performance Groups                                      111 
 
FOUNDATION  Operationalization Questions (see annex)  
P2a:  



















































- Business objectives are not clearly defined.   
- Business objectives cannot be clearly named, 
e.g. certain percentage of growth, market 
position, timing of objectives [Q9] 
 
DEFINITIONCLAR [1] 
- Business objectives are clearly defined.  
- Business objectives can be clearly named, 
e.g. certain percentage of growth, market 
position, timing of objectives  [Q9] 
Q8  
[qualitative cross-
check with Q9] 
 
Measurable objectives 
only orientation;  
no explicit formulation 
of objectives; nothing 







measurable objectives  




- Subjective self-assessment corresponds to 
“not ambitious”. [Q10] 
- No ambitious, challenging objectives, e.g. 
certain percentage of growth; quality 
definition or certain market position. [Q9] 
 
DEFINITIONAMBI [1] 
- Subjective self-assessment corresponds to 
“ambitious”. [Q10] 
- Ambitious, challenging objectives, e.g. 
certain percentage of growth; quality 




check with Q9] 
 
5-Point Likert-Scale  
[1: not very ambitious; 




[5: very ambitious; 4: 
ambitious] 
 



















One year or shorter;  
1 to 3 years 
 
 
4 to 9 years;  
10 years or more 
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Condition -> future orientation of 





- Objectives primarily based on past 
development. [Q12]  
- No tools of future orientation in place, e.g. 





- Objectives primarily based on future 
development. [Q12] 
- Tools of future orientation in place, e.g. 




Q12 / Q13  
[multiple answers; 
count answers; if draw 
note down final choice] 
 
Annual balances; 
current sales figures; 
[Q12] 
no tools for the 




products and services; 
future market trends 
[Q12] 
Informal discussion in 




market analyses [Q13] 
Table 12: Operationalization of proposition 2a (definition): clarity, ambitiousness, durability and future 
orientation of objectives 
As table 12 shows, there are four conditions uses to measure proposition 2a (definition). 
Using several conditions allows for a more substantiated analysis of the element and its 
combination with other elements of the mechanism. First of all, it was found that clarity and 
ambitiousness of the business objectives are a key to anticipating the overall goals of an 
enterprise. Clear and ambitious objectives are a point of reference for employees, customers 
and other followers of an enterprise, and an identity for coherent action and commitment. 
Clarity has been operationalized using Q8: it asks for a subjective assessment if objectives are 
clear, measureable or formulated at all. The answers given here were confronted with the 
actual objectives enterprises stated in Q9. If answers from Q8 did not correspond to the 
objectives given in Q9, then the configuration for the condition definitionclar has been 
recoded and noted down in the raw data matrix. For 8 out of the 74 cases such recoding was 
necessary. 
Concerning the ambitiousness of objectives, the configuration was made using a five-point 
Likert scale. In case of a neutral self-assessment (Q10=3), Q9 has been used for coding the 
configuration of the condition definitionambi.  Q9 asks for the business objectives of an 
enterprise. Also, if there were obvious discrepancies between the subjective measure for 
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ambitiousness and the actual objectives given by the respondent in Q9, then the configuration 
was recoded and marked accordingly in the raw data matrix. Such recoding was needed for 7 
out of 74 cases.  
The durability of objectives was measured by asking how long enterprise objectives actually 
persisted over the last years. Even though this measure is not directly linked to proposition 
P2a, it constitutes an important assessment for strategic stability and change. If objectives 
often change in enterprises, this may have a strong impact on the stability of the enterprise 
strategy. Therefore, the condition definitionperp is operationalized using four different time 
frames, whereas the threshold cutoff is set at between 3 and 4 years (Q11).  
Finally, proposition 2a (definition) states that the definition of objectives is fundamentally 
based on future projections. The rationale behind such future-orientation is that enterprises 
have a proactive arm of anticipating future trends, challenges and chances for the business 
strategy. This in turn has an influence on the strategic stability or change. The condition 
definitionfutu reflects whether objectives derive rather from past or future trends (Q12). In 
addition, the tools that an enterprise has available for assessing future market trends are 
measured by Q13. Since there are multiple answers possible, answers from both Q12 and Q13 
are counted and compared which configuration is more often met in sum. If there is a draw in 
terms of the configuration, then the answers from Q12 are used for final coding. If this also 
results in a draw, then the overall questionnaire is taken into account (e.g. nature of business 
objectives from Q9, tendencies from implementation, Q14, or knowledge exchange, Q17 etc.) 
and reasons for final decision are noted down in the raw data matrix. Again, this approach 
reflects the qualitative nature of the empirical exercise. Rather than taking subjective ordinal-
based measures for granted, a case-based approach for coding includes the entire case 
knowledge. Additional answers (if given) were coded accordingly. Note that alternative 
coding had to be done for 8 out of 74 cases for the samples.  
A next part of the dimension foundation concerns the implementation of business objectives. 
It has been argued in proposition 2b (planning) that in a highly dynamic environment 
planning should not result in rigid paths, but should rather allow for flexible adjustments of 
any plan (e.g. when a strategy needs to be adapted). Such a flexible planning approach 
balances ongoing routines and unforeseen events. Therefore, implementation assesses the 
degree to which enterprises are rather strict or flexible in their planning approaches. It is 
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operationalized using two questions (Q13, Q14, table 13). While Q14 asks for the techniques 
of planning and controlling used in the enterprise, Q13 assesses the future orientation. There 
is some similarity to condition definitionfutu, but implementation focuses entirely on the ways 
of planning. The answers from Q13 and Q14 are counted and the overall tendency is coded. In 
case of draw Q14 is used for final decision. If this also results in a draw between 
configurations, then the overall sample is taken into account for final decision and the reasons 
is noted down. Additional answers (if given) were coded accordingly. In 6 out of 74 cases 
such recoding was necessary. 




flexible tools of 
planning in 




objectives.   
 
(planning) 






- Strict planning activities in place:  
o Business plan for implementation of the 
business strategy. 
o Existence of milestones to achieve business 
objectives. 
o Resource planning/operation tools available. 




- Flexible planning activities in place: 
o Identification of different paths, bottlenecks 
and solutions to reach objectives. 
o Ability to react on imponderables (e.g. trial 
and error, future orientation, availability of 
alternatives and tools to implement 
alternatives). 
o Decentralized responsibilities and decision 
making.  
 
Q13 / Q14 
[multiple answers; 
count answers; if 
draw note down final 
choice] 
 
Business plan; prior 
clearly defined 
organizational 
processes;  regularly 
control of milestones, 





for assessing future 
market trends; regular 
external consulting; 
particular internal 
market analyses [Q13] 
 
No strict planning, 
rather systematic and 
continuous 
enhancement [Q14]  
Table 13: Operationalization of proposition 2b (planning): implementation 
Finally, it has been found in proposition 2c (alignment/communication) that followers of 
the enterprise need to be aligned towards a given strategy or business model and that more 
institutionalized or formal communication activities are more effective to communicate 
changes to its followers than informal ones. Such a communication of objectives produces 
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similar images about the value of an enterprise, and it produces commitment by internal and 
external followers in consequence. Followers understand and appreciate the value of an 
enterprise which in turn is a precondition for understanding necessary changes. The 
operationalization of alignment rests on two conditions that take the institutionalization 
(alignmentinst) as well as the intensity (alignmentinte) of communication activities into 
account (table 14). Institutionalization reflects how much an enterprise rests on formal tools 
of communication to internal and external stakeholders like formal meetings, an intranet or 
advertisements. Intensity refers to the overall amount of communication activities to both 
internal and external stakeholders.  

































Condition  Institutionalized 





- There are only informal modes of internal 
and external communication activities on 
order to communicate the strategy, e.g. 
personal discussion, meetings, being part of 





- Besides informal communication activities 
there are also formal, institutionalized 
communication activities of various sorts in 
order to communicate the strategy 
Q15 / Q16 
[multiple answers; 
count answers; if draw 




decentrally via heads 
of business units; none 
at all [Q15] 
 
At institutional level, 
e.g. business 
association;  in 
common projects; 










websites; through key 
account managers / 
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- There is a low number of overall 




- There is a high number of overall 
communication activities.  
 













Table 14: Operationalization of proposition 2c (alignment/communication): institutionalization and intensity of 
alignment 
It can be argued that institutionalized communication activities (alignmentinst) are important 
channels for aligning internal and external followers, once objectives are changed or updated 
in the enterprise. It is therefore operationalized differentiating between internal (Q15) and 
external (Q16) communication. Responses from both questions are counted and 
configurations are compared. If there is no clear tendency for a configuration, then Q15 is 
used for a final decision. If there is a draw in Q15, then the overall sample is used for a final 
decision. This, then, is noted down in the raw data matrix. Additional answers (if given) were 
coded accordingly. All in all, 8 out of 74 cases had to be recoded.   
Finally, the intensity of communication (alignmentinte) is measured using the total number of 
all communication activities. The total number of all modes of communication activities in 
Q15 and Q16 is 16. The threshold for communication intensity is set to eight. Any enterprise 
with less than eight communication activities is configured a not intensive communicator.  
All in all, foundation is represented using seven different conditions, leading to a total number 
of 128 possible configurations. Due to the complexity of the topic, there were some 
ambiguities. As shown, ambiguities can appear when there is a draw in a multiple answer 
setting or a neutral result using Likert scales. The number of overall ambiguities for 
foundation is around 8-10% of all cases (table 15). However, since QCA essentially rests on 
case knowledge, it is absolutely reasonable to go back to knowledge gained in the 
questionnaire and to review cases. Ambiguities force the researcher to go deeper into case 
knowledge. Therefore, in order to code the ambiguous cases for certain elements, I consulted 
other related aspects of the conditions, e.g. the actual objectives given in Q9. What matters 
here is, that in order to make final coding, the decision needs to be made transparent (see raw 
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data matrix in annex) so that replicability of the analysis is given (Berg-Schlosser et al., 2008, 
p. 12; Schneider & Wagemann, 2010). Dealing with ambiguities along the analysis constitutes 
the qualitative approach of QCA in reframing the model, as long as this is done in a 
transparent way.   
 Low-Performers 








(incl. highest and 
higher) 
28 
(definitionambi) 4 1 2 
(definitionclar) 3 2 3 
(definitionfutu) 3 4 1 
(implementation) 1 1 4 
(alignmentinst) 3 4 1 
Table 15: Coding ambiguities for the dimension foundation 
 
4.3.3.3 Revision 
The role of revision in the mechanism for strategic ambidexterity has been defined as means 
of proactive monitoring, detecting changes in the environment, and consequently reacting on 
such changes in a way to defend or strengthen the competitiveness. A crucial task for 
detecting changes in the environment is monitoring (proposition P3a). It has been found that 
institutionalized and continuous monitoring helps an enterprise to stay attentive for the next 
competitive move. There are three conditions assessing proposition 3a (monitoring): 
frequency (monitoringfreq), institutionalization (monitoringinst) as well as the range of 
monitoring (monitoringrang) (table 16). 
REVISION  Operationalization Questions (see annex)  
P3a:  
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Condition  Institutionalization of 















- Institutionalized monitoring activities in 
place, e.g.:  
o Formal tools and procedures of monitoring 
business environment and market analysis, 
e.g. market size, market trends, key 
competitors, growth rate, opportunities, 
competitiveness factors etc.  
o Formal tools of monitoring internal business 
processes 
o Storage and analysis of statistics of processes, 
sales, products etc.  
o Regular meetings to discuss market 
development. 
o Existence of own monitoring and analysis 
department. 
o Formalized storage of customer information 
and knowledge from customers. 
o Formalized storage of supplier information 
and knowledge. 
Q13 / Q14 / Q18 
[multiple answers; 
count answers; if draw 
note down final choice] 
 
Informal discussion 
about future market 
trends; no method for 
assessing future market 






Regular workshops for 
assessing future market 




Regular review of 
milestones; controlling 
of internal processes 
[Q14] 




- Monitoring concentrated on own market 
 
MONITORINGRANG [1] 









different than own 
industry 
Table 16: Operationalization of proposition 3a (monitoring): frequency, institutionalization and range of 
monitoring 
Chapter 4: A Comparative Configurational Analysis of Different Performance Groups                                      119 
 
First of all, the frequency of monitoring (monitoringfreq) is assessed (Q 19). Continuous 
monitoring was found to be better suited to detect changes than monitoring on an ad-hoc or 
intuitive basis. This is also true for the degree of institutionalization (mointoringinst) of such 
monitoring activities. Here the following aspects are taken into account: the assessment of 
market trends (Q13), the monitoring of internal processes (Q14) and the fact whether 
monitoring is intuitive or not (Q18). Answers from all three questions are counted and 
configurations are compared. If there is no clear tendency for a configuration, then Q13 is 
used for final decision. If there is a draw in Q13, then the overall sample is used for final 
decision and the reason for that is noted down in the raw data matrix. Additional answers (if 
given) were coded accordingly. For 6 out of 74 cases it was necessary to recode. In addition, a 
measure not directly linked with proposition P3a (monitoring) is the range of monitoring 
(monitoringrang) which assesses whether enterprises monitor only their industry-related 
market or if they go beyond their own markets (Q19). Knowledge about a broader view of the 
market environment may give hints about the overall attentiveness of the enterprise towards 
chances and challenges.  
Since detected environmental changes need a reaction at the strategic level, proposition 3b 
(modification) deals with the ability of an enterprise to modify a strategy or business model 
accordingly. Modification goes together with monitoring as well as alignment since 
stakeholder of an enterprise need to anticipate changes to be attentive and proactive towards 
change within the enterprise. It has been found that the awareness of continuous modification 
as well as far-reaching, integrative modification activities raise the reaction time and 
possibilities for an enterprise. Consequently, there are two conditions operationalized (table 
17). First, the frequency of modification (modificationfreq) measures how often a strategy is 
evaluated and updated accordingly (Q20). Second, the depth of modification  
(modificationdept) – in terms of a rather top-down approach towards internal modification or 
a rather broader approach at all enterprise levels – is evaluated using four subjective 
statements on a five-point-Likert scale. The mean of the four answers is taken and coded. If 
there are ambiguities, then the overall sample (Q17 especially) is used for final decision and 
the reason for that is noted down in the raw data matrix.  As for the sample of this empirical 
analysis, 19 out of 74 cases had to be recoded.  
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- Ad-hoc modification mechanisms in place. 
 
MODIFICATIONFREQ [1] 















- Modification is done only at strategy level, e.g.: 






- Modification involves other levels of the 
enterprise, e.g.: change agents implement 




count answers; if draw 
note down final 
choice] 
 
Higher importance of 
modification of 
business plan vs. 




Higher importance of 
analysis of possible 
scenarios of intended 
changes vs. integration 
of all employees into 
modification 
Table 17: Operationalization of proposition 3b (modification): frequency and depth of modification 
Finally, it has been found in proposition 3c (learning/knowledge exchange), that for 
revising a strategy in dynamic environments, an enterprise needs to increase attention at all 
levels. Such attention is achieved with intense learning and knowledge exchange within the 
enterprise. Learning and knowledge exchange create integrity in the enterprise and increase 
motivation and advertence. Only enterprises that allow for knowledge exchange can trigger 
learning in the enterprise. Therefore, learning and knowledge exchange should be well 
developed. They are crucial activities for providing flexibility in an enterprise. The last 
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place in order 
to increase 
attention at 









Condition  Possibility of knowledge 
exchange at all levels and in all directions of 
the enterprise (learningreci) 
 
learningreci [0] 
- There is no knowledge sharing in the 
enterprise. 




- The enterprise allows for a reciprocal 
knowledge sharing between leader and 
followers. 
 
Q12 / Q17  
[multiple answers; 
count answers; if draw 












systems; personal talks 
with heads of units; 
personal talks with 
executives  [Q17] 
Condition  Institutionalization of learning 






- No formalized structures for knowledge 





- Formalized structures for knowledge sharing 
existing in the enterprise. 
Q17 
[multiple answers; 
count answers; if draw 





personal talks with 
heads of units; 
personal talks with 



















 Nothing crossed 
 
 
Input from suppliers; 
input from customers 
Table 18: Operationalization of proposition 3c (learning/knowledge exchange): reciprocal, institutionalized and 
external knowledge exchange 
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First, the questionnaire assesses, in how far the exchange of knowledge is possible at all 
enterprise levels and also in all directions (learningreci; Q12/Q17). Answers from both 
questions are counted and configurations are compared. If there is no clear tendency for a 
configuration, then Q12 is used for final decision. If there is still a draw, then the overall 
sample is used for final decision and the reason for that is noted down in the raw data matrix. 
Additional answers (if given) were coded accordingly. Here none of 74 cases has an 
ambiguous coding. Second, the institutionalization of knowledge exchange (learninginst) has 
been assessed (Q17) on the basis of statements about the modes of knowledge exchange that 
are used in the enterprise. The decision in case of a draw was based in Q21 (depth of 
modification) since it gives a clear measure how deeply an enterprise involves all levels in its 
strategic outline. If there is still a draw, then the overall sample is used for final decision and 
the reason for that is noted down in the raw data matrix. Additional answers (if given) were 
coded accordingly. Recoding had to be done for 27 out of 74 cases. Finally, it was assessed 
whether an enterprise allows for external knowledge or not (learninginpu).  Here, if one or 
two corresponding answers in Q12 were marked, then the configuration received a Boolean 
true. If this was not the case, then the opposite has been assigned. 
All in all the dimension revision has eight different conditions, leading to a total of 256 
combinatorial paths towards the outcome. Additional knowledge is assessed in the range of 
monitoring, as well as modification. Similar to the complex structure of foundation the 
dimension revision has some ambiguities that are made transparent in the raw data matrix 
(range between 4-40% of cases). Especially the conditions modificationdept and learninginst 
have a greater number of ambiguities (table 19). Therefore, the two conditions in relation with 
other measures should be treated with caution. This high amount of ambiguity can be referred 
to an unclear operationalization of the two issues; but it may as well be a hint that these 
conditions are understood as uniformly existent in enterprises, even though other case 
knowledge from the questionnaire reveals that this is not entirely true. As for differences 















(incl. highest and 
higher) 
28 
(monitoringinst) - 5 1 
(modificationdept) 3 9 7 
(learninginst) 8 9 9 
Table 19: Coding ambiguities for the dimension revision 
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4.4 Results 
The aim of the empirical analysis is to investigate the steering mechanism of strategic 
ambidexterity using a comparative and configurational research design. A comparison 
between different performance groups may help to identify similarities and differences 
concerning the mechanism with regard to performance. In addition, an analysis of the 
outcome of strategic stability may reveal knowledge about the role of strategic stability and 
change in relation to performance. Taken all these issues together, the empirical analysis 
should discuss the mechanism, its elements, the underlying propositions and configurations of 
conditions, as well as the impacts on performance in a systematic way, while at the same time 
allowing for modest generalization.  
To meet all the requirements for a comprehensive analysis of the mechanism, I combine two 
analytical techniques. First, I work with descriptive statistics that are able to give a 
tendentious view of the data between high and low-performing, as well as stable and unstable 
enterprises. Second, I use csQCA in order to analyze in- and between case complexity and the 
different combinations of conditions that appear for two different outcomes performance and 
strategic stability. While the descriptive statistics are helpful to get an overview of the 
sample, csQCA can discover complex configurational structures and reveals which cases 
actually share these structures.  
The analysis of the three dimensions driver, foundation and revision is done separately. As 
has been argued, the analysis of 20 conditions with 51 cases (74 including medium-
performers) is not a promising exercise because it would lead to many individual paths, and 
would restrain minimization of complex configurational settings. Therefore, the analysis is 
made in three analytical blocks. At the end the results of descriptive statistics, QCA for the 
outcome performance and QCA for the outcome strategic stability are summarized for each 
dimensions and propositions made in chapter 3 are discussed.  
As a first step, I discuss and analyze descriptive statistics. Descriptive statistics give a first 
overview of the data and show differences and similarities for the entire sample as well as for 
the different outcomes: low performance (including both lower and lowest performers), 
medium performance and high performance (including both higher and highest performers) as 
well as stable and unstable enterprises as operationalized in chapter 4.3.1 and 4.3.2. 
Descriptive statistics may already show tendentiously which propositions may be valid, and 
where the biggest differences between outcome groups lie. The analysis of descriptive 
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statistics is an important starting point for the configurational analysis using QCA because it 
already points to necessary and sufficient conditions. Yet, it does not uncover combinations of 
conditions in relation to different outcomes. By providing useful tendentious knowledge about 
the mechanism of strategic ambidexterity results from descriptive statistics will be used for 
the discussion of the propositions at the end of this chapter. In addition, the descriptive 
statistics present results of questions that have not been operationalized for QCA. 
During the analysis of descriptive statistics I first give an overview on the entire sample 
(N=74), and will then discuss differences and similarities of high, low and medium-
performing enterprises based on the propositions made in chapter 3. In addition I discuss 
differences and similarities between stable and unstable enterprises (N=51). For the outcome 
of strategic stability, medium-performing enterprises are not included in the descriptive 
statistics because the core csQCA analysis works with 51 high and low-performing 
enterprises.  
In order to go deeper into the analysis of combinations of conditions, I secondly perform a 
csQCA with the sample of 51 enterprises starting with the outcome performance. To do so, I 
first analyze necessary conditions. Necessary conditions are conditions that are part of most 
paths leading to a given outcome. A perfect consistency score in the analysis of a necessary 
condition (1.0) means that a condition is truly necessary because it appears in all paths leading 
to the outcome.  
I continue with the analysis of sufficient conditions or combinations of conditions. A 
sufficient condition is identified when the outcome always occurs when the condition is 
present. However, the outcome could also result from other conditions.  A truth table forms 
the basis of the csQCA analysis of sufficient conditions. It shows all empirically observed 
combinations of conditions as well as the consistency scores of the correspondent paths. The 
more cases with a given combination of conditions share the same outcome, the higher the 
consistency. If all cases sharing a combination of conditions also share the outcome in 
question then this path marks perfect consistency (1.0). On the basis of consistency values a 
particular set of empirically observed combinations of conditions is included for the 
minimization procedure of csQCA. Although Ragin (2006, p. 293) argues that a consistency 
threshold should be above 0.75 in order to ensure that a reasonable subset relation between 
conditions and outcome exists, other researchers (Schneider & Wagemann, 2010; Marx & 
Duşa, 2011) argue that a lower threshold may be applicable because of theoretical or 
empirical knowledge. Throughout the analysis I will discuss the chosen thresholds.  
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The csQCA minimization procedure aims at reducing complex configurational combinations 
of conditions. Using fsQCA software (Ragin & Davey, 2012) I first perform a minimization 
with two outcomes, high performance and low performance. The three minimization 
solutions, complex, parsimonious and intermediate reduce complex Boolean expressions 
using algorithms by Quine (1952) and McCluskey (1966). The complex solution uses only the 
empirically observed paths above the consistency threshold defined according to the truth 
table analysis. The parsimonious solution includes all logically possible paths that are not 
empirically observed. Finally the intermediate solution gives the researcher the possibility to 
include only those logical remainders into the analysis that make theoretical or empirical 
sense. As for the outcome performance I apply two analytical strategies for the computation 
of the intermediate solutions. The first is based on the theoretical assumption made in chapter 
3: high-performers have all conditions present (Boolean true) and low-performers all 
conditions absent (Boolean false). The second approach uses the knowledge gained through 
the analysis of descriptive statistics. This may sharpen the minimization logic because it tends 
to include only logical remainders with combinations of conditions that are close to the given 
results. Because of this deliberate, yet transparent manipulation during the analytical process, 
it is the intermediate solution that is preferred because it is consistent with theoretical and 
substantive knowledge (Rihoux & Ragin, 2008, p. 118). 
As a third step, the QCA analysis is continued for 51 cases looking at the outcome strategic 
stability. The analysis follows the same procedure as described for the outcome performance. 
The csQCA analysis of sufficient conditions is done for both outcomes, stability and 
instability, as operationalized in chapter 4.3.  However, I apply two different analytical 
approaches for the analysis of the outcome strategic stability. First, as for the intermediate 
solution of the minimization I only use knowledge gained from descriptive statistics. Because 
no theoretical statements on the configuration of elements of the mechanism for strategic 
ambidexterity are made concerning strategic stability, I cannot include any theoretical 
findings in the computation of the intermediate solution. In fact, it is the aim of this study to 
elaborate on the complex relationship between performance and strategic stability, by 
applying a second outcome analysis of strategic stability. A second difference to the first 
analysis with the outcome performance marks the inclusion of medium-performing 
enterprises as a control group into the csQCA analysis. Where it provides new knowledge, I 
present results on the analysis with 74 cases. This higher number of cases with the identical 
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number of conditions from the core analysis (N=51) may increase the number of empirically 
observed paths and can reveal additional configurational knowledge. However, since the 
analysis between performance and strategic stability should be comparable in terms of cases 
included in both analyses, the QCA with 74 is only an additional measure to find peculiarities 
in the dataset.  
The findings from the separate analysis of all three dimensions driver, foundation and 
revision are brought together in chapter 5: I discuss the mechanism in light of the two-
dimensional space that the two outcomes performance and strategic stability form. This 
includes a discussion about supported and dropped propositions as well as the strategic 
behavior of high-performers in terms of the mechanism of strategic ambidexterity. By doing 
so, I will critically review the results in comparison to other theoretical and empirical 
findings. I will then draw management implications (chapter 6). Finally, I will assess 
limitations of this study and present avenues for future research (chapter 7).  
Yet, to start the discussion of results, I first present descriptive statistics about the reasons of 
strategic changes over the last ten years
11
. While the reasons for change are not 
operationalized in QCA, they provide a first useful overview of how enterprises deal with 
strategic changes. In fact, the reasons for strategic change reveal interesting differences 
between high and low-performing as well as stable and unstable enterprises.  
4.4.1 The reasons for change of the enterprise strategy 
The presentation of empirical results starts looking at the reasons for strategic changes in the 
last ten years that have been named by respondents. Question 24 asks to choose from twelve 
reasons for strategic change that can be classified as proactive or reactive. The reasons for 
strategic change may reveal whether enterprises change their strategy proactively or whether 
they primarily react to challenges. As has been argued, external or internal changes can 
constitute chances or challenges. It depends on the enterprise how to deal with this. The 
reasons for change may provide first insights how different enterprises deal with strategic 
stability and change. Furthermore, it is interesting if there are differences between the 
different performance and stability groups.  
                                                          
11
 Q24: Enterprises were asked to provide multiple answers on twelve possible reasons for strategic changes over 
the last ten years (Q24 in the questionnaire, see annex). 
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A closer look at the differences between performance groups (table 20) reveals that high- 
performers deal with changes in a more proactive manner. They have the highest share of all 
performance groups in entering new markets/internationalization (hp: 78.6%, lp: 60.9%, mp: 
34.8%). However, another more proactive reason for change based on technical 
innovation/new product (hp: 57.1%; lp: 52.2%; mp: 39.1%) does not reveal many differences. 
Yet, high-performers more often change their strategies, caused by increased customer 
demands (hp: 53.6%, lp: 34.8%, mp: 47.8%) or shorter production processes (hp: 35.7%, lp: 
17.4, mp: 30.4%). In contrast, low-performers change more often because of more complex 
products or services (hp: 17.9%; lp: 30.4%; mp: 52.2%) or decreasing market share (hp: 
10.7%; lp: 26.1%; mp: 21.7%), missing sales opportunities (hp: 25.0%; lp: 30.4%; mp: 
17.4%) or the entry of new competitors (hp: 25.0; lp: 30.4%; mp: 39.1%). Although the 
differences between high and low-performing enterprises regarding the reasons for change are 
not so big, the overall comparative picture between high and low-performers indicates that 
strategic changes of high-performers are more often based on an internal view of the product, 
while those of low-performers is more often based on external market threats. Altogether this 
actually speaks in favor of a more proactive approach towards changes and is in line with 








Decreasing market share [rea] 26.1 21.7 10.7 
Market entry of new competitors [rea] 30.4 39.1 25.0 
Increased customer demands [proa] 34.8 47.8 53.6 
Technical innovation, new products 
[proa] 
52.2 39.1 57.1 
More complex products and services 
[rea] 
30.4 52.2 17.9 
Missing sales possibilities [rea] 30.4 17.4 25.0 
Significant price decreases [rea] 30.4 30.4 32.1 
New markets / internationalization 
[proa] 
60.9 34.8 78.6 
Change in value creation chain [rea] 30.4 26.1 28.6 
Shorter production processes [proa] 17.4 30.4 35.7 
Political conditions [rea] 17.4 8.7 25.0 
We have never changed  0.0 4.3 0.0 
Others 8.7 4.3 3.6 
Table 20: Reasons for changes of objectives during the last 10 years, performance groups, multiple answers, 
N=74, proa=proactive, rea=reactive, all answers in percent 
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Findings of the analysis for strategic stability support the operationalization of stability based 
on enterprise objectives. Unstable enterprises have a similar or slightly higher share of 
agreement in almost all answers. The answers given indicate that unstable enterprises do in 
fact change more often, which speaks in favor of the operationalization of strategic stability. 
The analysis of 51 enterprises, divided into stable and unstable enterprises (table 21) shows 
that unstable enterprises – that are related to short-term objectives and frequent changes of 
objectives – more often change because of decreasing market shares (st: 9.1%; ust: 24.1%), 
more complex products and services (st: 13.6%; ust: 31.0%), or change in value creation 
chains (st: 27.3%; ust: 34.5%). Stable enterprises are only different in the entry of external 





Decreasing market share [rea] 24.1 9.1 
Market entry of new competitors [rea] 20.7 36.4 
Increased customer demands [proa] 44.8 45.5 
Technical innovation, new products 
[proa] 
55.2 54.5 
More complex products and services 
[rea] 
31.0 13.6 
Missing sales possibilities [rea] 27.6 27.3 
Significant price decreases [rea] 34.5 27.3 
New markets / internationalization 
[proa] 
74.4 68.2 
Change in value creation chain [rea] 34.5 22.7 
Shorter production processes [proa] 27.6 27.3 
Political conditions [rea] 24.1 18.2 
We have never changed  0.0 0.0 
Others 6.9 4.5 
Table 21: Reasons for changes of objectives during the last 10 years, stability groups, multiple answers, N=51 
(medium-performers excluded), proa=proactive, rea=reactive, all answers in percent 
A comparison of results between performance and stability groups shows promising 
intersections for the detailed analysis of the mechanism of strategic ambidexterity. First, there 
are similarities between the performance and stability groups in the distribution of answers for 
technological innovation (hp: 57.1; lp: 52.2%; st: 54.5; ust: 55.2%), missing sales 
opportunities (hp: 25.0%; lp: 30.4%; st: 27.3%; ust: 27.6%), significant price decreases (hp: 
32.1%; lp: 30.4%; st: 27.3%; ust: 34.5%) and political conditions (hp: 25.0%; lp: 17.4%; st: 
18.2%; ust: 24.1%). However, differences appear between the groups in the market entry of 
new competitors (hp: 25.0%; lp: 30.4%; st: 36.4%; ust: 20.7%), decreasing market shares (hp: 
10.7%; lp: 26.1%; st: 9.1.%; ust: 24.1%), increased customer demands (hp: 53.6%; lp: 34.8%; 
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st: 45.5%; ust: 44.8%), more complex products or services (hp: 17.9%; lp: 30.4%; st: 13.6%; 
ust: 31.0%), new market/internationalization (hp: 78.6%; lp: 60.9%; st: 68.2%; ust: 74.4%), 
change in value creation (hp: 28.6%, lp: 30.4; st: 22.7%; ust: 34.5%) and shorter production 
processes (hp: 35.7%; lp: 17.4%; st: 27.3%; ust: 27.6%). With a closer look at all these 
comparisons it becomes clear that the sample shows interesting intersections: there seem to be 
some parallels between high-performing and stable, as well as low-performing and unstable 
enterprises. However, stability does not mean high performance per se, as much as instability 
is not automatically related to low performance. How performance and stability interact in 
detail, is subject of the detailed analysis of the mechanism of strategic ambidexterity. The 
results for reasons of strategic changes provide first interesting findings on this mechanism.   
4.4.2 Analysis of the dimension driver  
The first dimension driver covers the responsibility of strategic decision making. This is a 
crucial task for the mechanism of strategic ambidexterity because the strategy is defined at the 
level of the driver. In this regard, high performance should be related to long-term 
responsibility of the driver (P1a, long-term responsibility). Because the driver defines and 
articulates objectives of the enterprise, frequent changes in the strategic responsibility might 
result in frequent strategic changes. Moreover, high-performing enterprises should be 
different in terms of growth intention (P1b, intention). A certain intention for growth is an 
important prerequisite to handle the chances and challenges that growth can bring. It increases 
the possibility of the enterprise to envision the direction of the enterprises along a growth 
trajectory. Finally, the management and industry experiences are expected to make a 
difference (P1c, experience). Drivers of high-performing enterprises should have more 
experience, which in turn increases their ability to develop and adapt a strategy in dynamic 
markets and to lead the enterprise through change. 
4.4.2.1 Descriptive Statistics  
First, it has been argued that a certain long-term responsibility for the enterprise strategy 
translates into a better handling of the long-term strategic maneuvers of the enterprise. This 
has been empirically assessed with the duration and change of objectives as well as the 
number of responsible people. Concerning proposition 1a (long-term responsibility) the 
descriptive statistics for the entire sample (N=74) show that the majority of enterprises have a 
long-term record of strategic responsibility (figure 10) with the highest share over ten years 
(43.2%). Only a small number of all enterprises indicate short-term responsibility for their 
enterprise strategy. More than one third of all enterprises stated that they had changed (figure 
11) the strategic responsibility during the last ten years (31.1% once or twice; 8.1% more 
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often). Almost eight out of ten enterprises (79.7%) say that the strategic responsibility is 
shared in a team of executives (figure 12). Concerning people in charge, most enterprises state 
that executives (48.2%), owners (17.7%) and associates (14.9%) have most often strategic 
responsibility (multiple answers). When it comes to single responsibilities, then owners 
(24.0%) and founders (37.5%) are most often mentioned as responsible people.  
Figure 10: Duration of strategic responsibility (Proposition 1a), all values in percent 
Figure 11: Change of strategic responsibility (Proposition 1a), all values in percent 
Figure 12: Number of responsible people (Proposition 1a), all values in percent 
Chapter 4: A Comparative Configurational Analysis of Different Performance Groups                                      131 
 
The biggest differences between high and low-performing enterprises become evident 
regarding the change in strategic responsibility. 35.7% of high-performing enterprises state 
that they have not changed strategic responsibility within the last 10 years. In comparison, 
52.2% of low-performing enterprises (figure 11) did so. In low-performing enterprises short-
term responsibilities for the enterprise strategy (26.1%) are more often found than in high- 
performers (14.3%, figure 10). High-performing enterprises, however, concentrate strategic 
responsibility more often in one person (21.4%) than low-performers (13.0%), although the 
differences here are only marginal (figure 12). When a single person is responsible for 
strategic issues, owners (33.3%) and founders (33.3%) are more often in charge in high-
performing enterprises. In contrast, low-performers which are dominated by a single driver 
are mostly steered by the owner (66.7%). In case of a leadership team, owners (41.4%) and 
founders (17.6%) share more often responsibility in high-performing enterprises in 
comparison to low-performers (owners: 26.1%, founders: 17.2%). This also speaks in favor of 
a stronger long-term orientation in high-performing enterprises, where the owners and 
founders are part of a leadership team for a long time-frame. Additional answers (Others, 
Q2
12
) show that high-performing enterprises tend to open their strategic leadership to a 
broader set of people in a more institutionalized manner, e.g. trough leadership circles, the 
inclusion of unit heads etc. 
The comparison of stability groups (N=51) reveals even stronger differences between the 
duration of strategic responsibility (figure 10), with 77.3% of all stable enterprises having 
kept strategic responsibility stable for more than ten years or since founding. Furthermore, 
stable enterprises have a remarkable share of 76.9% of no changes in strategic responsibility 
(figure 11). In contrast, 57.7% of unstable enterprises have changed responsibility during the 
last ten years.  
In sum, descriptive statistics show a first support for proposition 1a (long-term 
responsibility). There seems to be a link between the duration of responsibility, performance 
and stability of the enterprise strategy. Altough long-term responsibility dominates in all 
enterrpise groups, the change of responsibility underlines that high-performing and stable 
enterprise are substantially based on long-term responsibility while this is not the so much the 
case for low-performing and unstable enterprises. 
                                                          
12
 Q2: “With regard to questions 1 [who is primarily responsible for the enterprise strategy]: is this…?” 
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The second proposition 1b (intention) deals with the growth intention. A clear intention for 
growth is seen as an important prerequisite for successfully dealing with changes that growth 
may bring. Most enterprises in the overall sample (N=74) say that growth is an important part 
of their enterprise strategy (81.0%). (figure 13/14). However, 60% state that the intention for 
growth has changed during the last ten years. Only in 40% of the enterprises growth 
importance has not changed.  
Figure 13: Importance of growth for business strategy (Proposition 1b), all values in percent, missing to 100%: 
no answer 
Figure 14: Change of importance of growth for business strategy (Proposition 1b), all values in percent, missing 
to 100%: no answer 
Looking at the performance groups, the biggest difference between high and low-performers 
can be found in the changes of the intention for growth during the last ten years. Although an 
identical proportion of high (82.1%) and low-performers (82.6%) state that growth is an 
important part of the enterprise strategy, 50.0% of all high-performers say that growth 
intention has not changed, while only 30.4% of all low-performers say so. Low-performers 
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are divided regarding the importance of growth: for 30.4% the importance has lost its 
importance. However, 39.2% of low-performers state that their growth intention has 
increased. Here high-performers have a stronger tendency (35.7%) that growth is even more 
important because only 14.3% say that it has lost importance. 
The results for stable and unstable enterprises (N=51) are similar to the ones from 
performance groups. While an identical share of stable (81.1%) and unstable (82.8%) say that 
growth is an important part of the enterprise strategy, stable enterprises more often state that 
there was no change in growth importance (50.0%) in comparison to unstable enterprises 
(34.5%). 44.8% of all unstable enterprises say that growth is even more important, in 
comparison to 27.3% of stable enterprises. Growth importance remains more constant for 
stable enterprises than for unstable enterprises.  
What does this say about the role of growth in relation to performance, stability and change? 
Although growth seems to be important for all performance and stability groups, the 
importance of growth over time is very different. High-performing enterprises are much more 
consistent insofar that growth was and remains important. Since growth is seen as an 
important catalyzer for an ambitious business strategy, it looks like high-performing 
enterprises are more aware of the role of growth. This may have also an important influence 
on the objectives of an enterprise (see analysis of dimension foundation). Regarding 
proposition 1b (intention) these results reveals important knowledge about how growth is 
treated over time. The stability of growth intention seems to make a difference between 
performance groups. 
Finally, it has been argued in proposition 1c (experience) that former management and 
industry experience increases the ability to deal with challenges of strategic stability and 
change. The questionnaire asked for previous job experiences. Regarding the entire sample 
(N=74) 55.4% of all respondents had experience in the same industry as their enterprise 
(figure 15) while only 41.9% had former management experiences (figure 16). The highest 
amount of responses can be found for having had another position in the same enterprise 
(35.1%), followed by a leading position in another industry (25.7%).  
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Figure 15: Former industry experience (Proposition 1c), all values in percent, missing to 100%: none of all 
Figure 16: Former management experience (Proposition 1c), all values in percent, missing to 100%: none of all 
As for the comparison of performance groups there are no substantial differences for both 
industry and management experience. The expectation that management experience is 
stronger in high-performing enterprises cannot be validated. Both, high and low-performers 
have a stronger account of industry experience, while management experience is rather 
mixed.  
The biggest difference can be found for prior management experience in stable and unstable 
enterprise. While 55.1% of respondents from unstable enterprise say that they have prior 
management experience, only 27.2% of respondents from stable enterprises report so. This 
makes room for two possible interpretations: first, management experience helps executives 
to steer unstable enterprises through turbulent times; managers with prior management 
experience may be hired to get the enterprise back on track. Alternatively, it could be argued 
that management experience does not contribute to the management of strategic stability 
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because it is found in unstable enterprises. While these two argumentations cannot be 
discussed in detail using descriptive statistics, it is the aim of QCA to investigate the 
relationship between management experience, strategic stability and performance in detail. 
Note that in addition stable enterprises (22.7%) have a remarkable share in saying that “none 
of all” applied. This may lead to two conclusions: the respondents have started working in a 
strategic leadership position since their start, or they actually founded and led the enterprise 
since its inception. Both conclusions support the stability of strategic responsibility as argued 
above. 
 All in all, proposition 1c (experience) finds no support at the stage of descriptive statistics. 
The experience level is very similar in all enterprises.  
4.4.2.2 QCA for the outcome performance 
How do different combinations of elements for different outcomes look like? The QCA 
analysis starts with the outcome performance. At all steps of the analysis I first discuss 
necessary conditions, and will then continue with the analysis of sufficient conditions, 
presenting different minimization solution. The analysis of necessary and sufficient 
conditions is made for high performance (Boolean true) and low performance (Boolean false). 
I pay special attention to additional case knowledge, since the affiliation of cases for each 
solution path is shown. While for the core analysis of outcomes performance and strategic 
stability (N=51) all solutions are published, further analytical steps (e.g. different thresholds 
or reduced conditions etc.) will be discussed only when they produce additional knowledge. 
As for the outcome performance the analysis of necessary conditions shows (table 2213) that 
there is no single necessary condition (with consistency value of more than 0.9), neither in the 
outcome low performance (performance) or high performance (PERFORMANCE). However, there 
are three conditions with a high consistency value: the long-term strategic responsibility 
(SOURCEDURA), the existence of a leadership team (sourceresp) and the intention for growth 
(INTENTION). However, all three do not classify as a necessary condition because their 
consistency measures are considerably below 0.9. The overall differences between performance 
and PERFORMANCE are only marginal (see coverage values). This is in line with the results 
from descriptive statistics. In fact, the analysis of necessary conditions (where the outcome is 
a subset of a condition) represents the relevance of single conditions with set-theoretic 
measures similar to the analysis of single conditions in descriptive statistics.  
                                                          
13
 Computation of necessary and sufficient conditions on the basis of fsQCA software, version 2.5  (Ragin & 
Davey, 2012) 
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--- ANALYSIS OF NECESSARY CONDITION ---
14
  
Outcome variable:  performance   PERFORMANCE 
Conditions tested:                 Consistency        Coverage   Consistency        Coverage 
SOURCEDURA             0.782609             0.428571  0.857143             0.571429 
sourcedura             0.217391             0.555556  0.142857             0.444444 
SOURCERESP  0.217391             0.454545  0.214286             0.545455 
sourceresp             0.782609             0.450000  0.785714             0.550000 
INTENTION  0.826087             0.452381  0.821429             0.547619 
intention              0.173913             0.444444  0.178571             0.555556 
EXPERIENICEINDU  0.565217             0.448276  0.571429             0.551724 
experienceindu        0.434783             0.454545  0.428571             0.545455 
EXPERIENCEMANA 0.434783             0.434783  0.464286             0.565217 
experiencemana       0.565217             0.464286  0.535714             0.535714 
Table 22: Necessary conditions, dimension driver, outcome: performance; N=51 
Regarding the different empirically observed combinations, the truth table in table 2315 shows 
many contradictions as well as individual explanations. Contradictions are paths that share the 
same combination of conditions, yet lead to different outcomes. Individual explanations are 
paths with only one case. However, during the analysis of the mechanism for strategic 
ambidexterity it is perfectly normal to meet contradictions and individual explanations 
because it is the intention of the empirical analysis to uncover and fine-tune the mechanism.  
Altogether the truth table for the outcome performance represents 19 out 32 logically possible 
combinations for the dimension driver. There are three paths with higher consistency values 
for the OUTCOME HIGH PERFORMANCE (0.714; 0.667; 0.667) which also include a 
high share of high-performing, stable enterprises. The three paths represent 16 out of 51 
enterprises. All three paths combine growth intention with the existence of a leadership team 
instead of a single leader (INTENTION*sourceresp). Regarding other conditions of the dimension 
driver, long-term responsibility is quite frequent in these paths, too. The theoretically perfect 
path (that is the presence of all condition) is also empirically observed and covers one 
highest-performing, unstable enterprise. The same is true for the theoretically most imperfect 
path (that is the absence of all conditions): it is present in a low-performing, unstable case. 
Another path close to the theoretically perfect path has perfect consistency (1.0) with 2 higher 
performing enterprises, where only management experience is absent: 
SOURCEDURA*SOURCERESP*INTENTION*EXPERIENCEINDU*experiencemana. All in all the truth table 
points to the importance of long-term responsibility as well as the existence of most 
conditions in relation to the outcome high performance. However, it does not yet reveal a 
clear configurational structure regarding the differences between high and low-performing 
enterprises in the dimension driver.  
                                                          
14
 Remind that capital letters stand for Boolean true, e.g. SOURCEDURA=long-term responsibility; lowercase letters 
stands for Boolean false, e.g. sourcedura=short-term responsibility. 
15
 Truth table compilation on the basis of Tosmana software (Cronquist, 2011) 
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--- TRUTH TABLE ---16 
v1: sourcedura v2: sourceresp v3: intention      v4: experienceindu      v5: experiencemana 
 
v1 v2 v3 v4 v5 O id    consistency 
1 0 1 1 1 C  
(SOURCEDURA*sourceresp*INTENTION*EXPERIENCEINDU*EXPERIENCEMANA)  0,667 
e1hgr_s,e13lwr_s,e18lwr_us,e62hgr_s,e64hgr_s,e72hgr_us 
0 0 1 0 1 C      
(sourcedura*sourceresp*INTENTION*experienceindu*EXPERIENCEMANA)   0,667 
e2hgr_us,e37LWT_us,e57hgr_us 
1 0 1 0 1 C  
(SOURCEDURA*sourceresp*INTENTION*experienceindu*EXPERIENCEMANA)  0,500
 e4HGT_s,e6lwr_us,e20hgr_us,e30lwr_s,e50lwr_us,e69HGT_us 
1 0 1 0 0 C 
(SOURCEDURA*sourceresp*INTENTION*experienceindu*experiencemana)  0,714 
 e7hgr_s,e12LWT_s,e16hgr_s,e27HGT_s,e32lwr_us,e33hgr_s,e53hgr_s 
1 1 1 0 0 0 e8lwr_s    0.000 
0 1 1 0 1 0 e9lwr_us    0.000 
1 0 1 1 0 C 
(SOURCEDURA*sourceresp*INTENTION*EXPERIENCEINDU*experiencemana)  0,416 
e10hgr_s,e21lwr_s,e22hgr_s,e23hgr_us,e29LWT_us,e34HGT_us,e35HGT_s,e39lwr_us,e40lwr_s,e42lwr_us,e43lwr_us
,e66LWT_us 
1 1 1 1 0 1  
(SOURCEDURA*SOURCERESP*INTENTION*EXPERIENCEINDU*experiencemana) 1,000 
e17hgr_us,e48hgr_s 
0 0 1 0 0 1 e24hgr_us   1,000 
0 0 1 1 0 0 e28lwr_us   0,000 
1 1 0 1 1 C  
(SOURCEDURA*sourceresp*INTENTION*experienceindu*experiencemana)  0,500 
e31HGT_s,e51lwr_us 
1 0 0 1 1 C  
(SOURCEDURA*sourceresp*INTENTION*experienceindu*experiencemana)  0,500 
e38hgr_us,e49lwr_us 
0 1 1 1 0 0 e41lwr_us   0,000 
0 0 0 0 0 0 e52lwr_us    0,000 
 [theoretical imperfect path] 
1 1 0 1 0 1 e59HGT_s   1,000  
1 1 1 1 1 1 e63HGT_us    1,000  
 [theoretic perfect path] 
1 1 0 0 1 0 e68lwr_s    0,000 
1 0 0 0 1 1 e71hgr_us   1,000  
0 1 0 1 0 1 e76hgr_s   1,000   
Table 23: Truth table, dimension driver, outcome: performance; consistency values for high performance, N=51  
As a next step the minimization procedure is performed, in order to exclude superfluous 
conditions and to produce simpler Boolean expressions regarding sufficient conditions. Due 
to the high number of cases in paths with consistency 0.667, the threshold for the consistency 
cutoff is set to 0.667. Since the empirical solution does only consider actually observed paths, 
and the corresponding cases are listed in the solution term, the relatively lower consistency 
cutoff is reasonable. Thus, 18 enterprises qualify for the minimization procedure because their 
consistency threshold towards high performance is above 0.667. Other paths and enterprises 
are included in the parsimonious and intermediate solution. The analysis of sufficient 
conditions has also been tested for a higher consistency cutoff of 0.714. However, the three 
                                                          
16
 Abbreviation of cases: HGT=highest; hgr=higher; med=medium (only included in the analysis of N=74); lwr=lower; 
LWT=lowest; _s=stable; _us=unstable; e.g. e4HGT_s reads as enterprise number 4, highest performer, stable.   
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different minimization solutions based on a lower frequency cutoff of 0.667 integrate more 
empirically observed cases and are in line with the findings of Marx & Duşa (2011), given the 
ratio of cases (51) and conditions (5). They argue that lower consistency values are acceptable 
in line with a reasonable ratio of the number of conditions and cases. Moreover, I include only 
paths with a minimum of two cases (frequency cutoff 2). The rationale for this is that the 
complex solution should rest on more paths and cases which are empirically observed. 
Individual paths are included at the stage of the parsimonious and the intermediate solution. 
The complex solution considers only cases above the consistency and frequency thresholds 
for minimization. 
--- COMPLEX SOLUTION ---  
frequency cutoff: 2.000000  
consistency cutoff: 0.666667  
          raw              unique                
                                                                           coverage    coverage   consistency   
                                                                           ----------  ----------  ----------    
SOURCEDURA*sourceresp*INTENTION*experienceindu*experiencemana     0.178571    0.178571    0.714286  
e7hgr_s, e12LWT_s, e16hgr_s, e27HGT_s, e32lwr_us, e33hgr_s, e53hgr_s  
sourcedura*sourceresp*INTENTION*experienceindu*EXPERIENCEMANA      0.071429    0.071429    0.666667  
e2hgr_us,  e37LWT_us, e57hgr_us  
SOURCEDURA*SOURCERESP*INTENTION*EXPERIENCEINDU*experiencemana           
           0.071429    0.071429    1.000000  
e17hgr_us, e48hgr_s  
SOURCEDURA*sourceresp*INTENTION*EXPERIENCEUNDU*EXPERIENCEMANA         
           0.142857    0.142857    0.666667  
e1hgr_s, e13lwr_s, e18lwr_us, e62hgr_s, e64hgr_s, e72hgr_us  
solution coverage: 0.464286  
solution consistency: 0.722222 
Table 24: Complex solution, dimension driver, outcome: high performance, consistency cutoff: 0.667, N=51  
The complex solution (table 24) cannot be minimized any further. It simply summarizes the 
four paths from the truth table as a Boolean expression.
 
This may often happen when the 
number of paths included for minimization is low. However, a first glimpse at this simple 
outline of empirically observed paths gives an idea about how the different conditions interact 
in the sample. Besides a tendency for long-term responsibility in most paths leading to high 
performance, there are mixed findings regarding the number of responsible leaders as well as 
management and industry experience.  
In addition, measures of solution coverage, solution consistency, raw coverage and unique 
coverage help the researcher to assess the solution. Solution coverage explains how many 
cases of the outcome are part of the solution (taking into account the whole sample). Solution 
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consistency states how many cases of all paths of a solution correspond to the outcome in 
question. Unique and raw coverage are used to describe the subset relation of individual paths 
which are part of a solution in relation to the overall sample. While unique coverage shows 
how common a path is among cases with a specific outcome, raw coverage takes into account 
that paths can actually overlap. This means that some paths share conditions that appear also 
in other paths once minimization is performed. The more overlaps of paths exist, the more 
important becomes the measure of raw coverage. The values of raw and unique coverage are 
identical when there are no overlaps among cases in the solution. In addition consistency is 
computed for each path.  
As for this example the complex solution has a solution consistency of 0.722, while the 
solution coverage is 0.464. These values can be interpreted as follows: on the one hand, the 
four paths of the solution are more strongly linked to the outcome of high performance 
(PERFORMANCE) because the degree of cases in relation to all other cases within the solution 
leading not to PERFORMANCE is 0.722 (13 out 18 cases). However, they empirically represent 
only a minor share of all possible paths leading to the outcome PERFORMANCE with coverage of 
0.464. This is not surprising, given the fact that most of the individual paths as well as paths 
that did not meet a certain consistency threshold were taken out of the complex solution 
minimization. They will be included in the parsimonious and intermediate solutions. The 
highest unique coverage (0.179) as well as consistency level (0.714) can be found in 
altogether seven cases with the following combination of conditions: 
SOURCEDURA*sourceresp*INTENTION*experienceindu*experiencemana. Five out of these seven cases 
share the outcome PERFORMANCE.  
As a next step the minimization operation is performed for the parsimonious solution (table 
25). The parsimonious solution considers all logically possible paths. It produces the shortest 
possible solution term. However, it should be interpreted with caution since it includes also 
such paths that theoretically or empirically do not make sense. However, not being 
empirically observed does not mean that a path is empirically irrelevant. Since the cases 
sharing a solution term are always presented, the analysis with the parsimonious solution has 
the advantage of putting focus on very short combinations of sufficient conditions while 
gathering a higher number of cases for further interpretation. 
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--- PARSIMONIOUS SOLUTION ---  
frequency cutoff: 2.000000  
consistency cutoff: 0.666667  
                                      raw             unique                
                                                   coverage    coverage    consistency   
                                                  ----------  ----------  ----------    
sourcedura                                      0.142857    0.107143    0.444444  
2hgr_us,  e9lwr_us, e24hgr_us, e28lwr_us, e37LWT_us, e41lwr_us, e52lwr_us,  e57hgr_us, e76hgr_s  
experienceindu*experiencemana                 0.214286    0.178571    0.600000 
e7hgr_s,  e8lwr_s, e12LWT_s, e16hgr_s,  e24hgr_us, e27HGT_s, e32lwr_us,  e33hgr_s, e52lwr_us, e53hgr_s  
INTENTION*EXPERIENCEINDU*EXPERIENCEMANA    0.178571    0.142857    0.714286  
e1hgr_s, e13lwr_s, e18lwr_us, e62hgr_s, e63HGT_us, e64hgr_s, e72hgr_us  
SOURCERESP*INTENTION     0.107143    0.071429    0.500000 
e8lwr_s, e9lwr_us, e17hgr_us, e41lwr_us, e48hgr_s, e63HGT_us  
solution coverage: 0.642857  
solution consistency: 0.615385  
Table 25: Parsimonious solution, dimension driver, outcome: high performance, consistency cutoff: 0.667, 
N=51 
The parsimonious solution points to several facts. First, it exemplifies that the absence of 
long-term responsibility (sourcedura) is more often found in low-performing enterprises 
(consistency value 0.444 in the first path of the solution, 5 out of 9 enterprises are low-
performing). Most importantly, this absence of long-term responsibility is almost 
unanimously found in unstable enterprises. The second and third path represent mixed 
findings about both experiences. When both conditions are absent (experienceindu*experiencemana) 
then there is an almost identical share of high and low-performers. However, the third path of 
the solution INTENTION*EXPERIENCEINDU*EXPERIENCEMANA (consistency 0.714) raises the fact that 
the existence of both experiences in combination with the presence of intention for growth has 
a higher membership of high-performing enterprises, but the empirical foundation is not so 
big (raw coverage: 0.107). Therefore, findings on industry and management experience are 
rather mixed.  
Finally, there are two intermediate solutions. As for outcome of performance I decide for two 
analytical strategies. Since the researcher has the possibility to decide which logical 
remainders (the paths that have not been empirically observed) should be included in the 
minimization procedure, I first assume that only those non-observed paths should be used for 
minimization that integrate the theoretically perfect assumption (table 26): because there is 
theoretical reason for the presence of all conditions when the outcome performance is present 
– as argued in chapter 3 – the first analytical strategy postulates that all conditions should 
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receive a Boolean true in order to be counted for the minimization procedure. The fsQCA 
software then considers only those logical remainders that account for a more minimal 
solution under the assumptions that it is the presence of all conditions that leads to high 
performance. Because of this deliberate, yet transparent manipulation during the analytical 
process, it is the intermediate solution that is preferred because it is consistent with theoretical 
and substantive knowledge (Rihoux & Ragin, 2008, p. 118). A second analytical strategy for 
deriving intermediate solutions uses the empirical observations made in the descriptive 
statistics. Since we already know the tendencies of the overall data, this approach may 
reinforce the minimization logic because it tends to include empirically non-observed paths 
that are close to the empirical observations. Altogether, along the QCA I present intermediate 
solutions only, when they produce additional knowledge of the different configurations of 
conditions and the corresponding cases that share these configurations. 
--- INTERMEDIATE SOLUTION (THEOIRETICALLY BASED) ---  
frequency cutoff: 2.000000  
consistency cutoff: 0.666667  
Assumptions: experiencemana (present) experienceindu (present) intention (present) sourceresp (present) sourcedura 
(present)  
                                                                  raw              unique                
                                                               coverage    coverage   consistency   
                                                              ----------  ----------  ----------    
EXPERIENCEMANA*INTENTION*sourcedura                       0.071429    0.071429    0.500000  
e2hgr_us, e9lwr_us, e37LWT_us, e57hgr_us  
EXPERIENCEMANA*EXPERIENCEINDU*INTENTION   0.178571    0.178571    0.714286  
e1hgr_s, e13lwr_s, e18lwr_us, e62hgr_s, e63HGT_us, e64hgr_s, e72hgr_us  
experiencemana*experienceindu*INTENTION*SOURCEDURA    0.178571    0.178571    0.625000  
e7hgr_s,  e8lwr_s, e12LWT_s, e16hgr_s, e27HGT_s, e32lwr_us, e33hgr_s,  e53hgr_s  
EXPERIENCEINDU*INTENTION*SOURCERESP*SOURCEDURA 0.071429    0.071429    1.000000 
e17hgr_us, e48hgr_s, e63HGT_us  
solution coverage: 0.500000  
solution consistency: 0.666667  
Table 26: Intermediate solution (theoretically based), dimension driver, outcome: high performance, consistency 
cutoff: 0.667, N=51 
As table 26 shows, the solution consistency in the intermediate solution (based on theoretical 
assumptions) is higher than the parsimonious solution. The solution coverage of the 
intermediate solution is higher than in the complex solution. This classifies the intermediate-
theoretical solution (the intermediate solution based on theoretical assumptions) to provide for 
a more comprehensive conclusion on the entire sample.  
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The intermediate-theoretical solution shows in the first path that the intention for growth 
(INTENTION) – although classifying as a sufficient condition in most paths of all solutions – is 
more often part of a combination with less consistency when it is combined with the absence 
of long-term strategic responsibility (sourcedura). This in an interesting fact because growth 
intention can also have fatal consequences when it is not treated properly by the driver. This is 
supported by the third path. With a closer look at additional case knowledge (gained in the 
questionnaire) it appears that high-performers in the third path have more often clear, 
measurable or qualitative objectives in place, while the low-performers in the third path rely 
on flexible objectives. Although all eight enterprises in the third path have a long-term 
responsibility, this is a hint that growth intention needs to be properly aligned with other 
conditions in the mechanism.  
In addition, the second path of the intermediate-theoretical solution shows that the presence of 
both experiences has a positive impact on performance when responsibility conditions 
(sourcedura and sourceresp) are minimized. However, a closer look at the cases in this path 
shows that all enterprises here have a long-term responsibility for the strategy in place, which 
neutralizes the findings. Industry and management experience do not seem to play an 
important role for the outcome performance as defined in proposition P1c (experience). 
In addition the analysis of the parsimonious and the intermediate solution highlights that the 
question of a single leader vs. a leadership team (sourceresp) is often superfluous as a 
condition. This in turn makes it irrelevant for a configurational setting of the dimension driver 
for the outcome performance. It seems to play no role if there are one or many people in 
charge of the enterprise strategy, as long as they have a long-term responsibility 
(SOURCEDURA) reasonably combined with other conditions. Note that the intermediate solution 
based on empirical knowledge from descriptive statistics (intermediate-empirical solution) 
does not result in a further minimization since it is identical with the complex solution. It is 
therefore not published. 
As has been argued QCA is an asymmetrical approach. Sometimes the same condition can be 
existent in both high and low-performing enterprises. Therefore, the minimization is repeated 
for the OUTCOME LOW PERFORMANCE (performance). Similarly to analysis of the 
outcome high performance (PERFORMANCE) the analysis for the opposite outcome starts with 
the truth table (table 23). Since the same paths are now analyzed for the opposite outcome, all 
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consistency values in the truth table (table 23) are the opposite toward 1. A look at the truth 
table of the original analysis with five conditions reveals that there are only six individual 
paths (frequency of cases=1) which can be included into a minimization. The next possible 
threshold is 0.584.  Therefore, the complex solution (consistency cutoff 1.0; frequency cutoff 
1) presents the six paths that are included in the minimization, and not surprisingly no 
comprehensive minimization is reached on the basis of these six paths (other solutions are 
therefore not published): 
--- COMPLEX SOLUTION ---  
frequency cutoff: 1.000000  
consistency cutoff: 1.000000  
                                                                               raw              unique                
                                                                            coverage    coverage   consistency   
                                                                           ----------  ----------  ----------    
sourcedura*INTENTION*EXPERIENCEINDU*experiencemana                    0.086957    0.086957    1.000000  
e28lwr_us, e41lwr_us  
 
sourcedura*sourceresp*intention*experienceindu*experiencemana      0.043478    0.043478    1.000000  
e52lwr_us  
 
SOURCEDURA*SOURCERESP*INTENTION*experienceindu*experiencemana         








0.043478    0.043478    1.000000  
e9lwr_us  
 
solution coverage: 0.260870  
solution consistency: 1.000000   
Table 27: Complex solution, dimension driver, outcome: low performance, consistency cutoff: 1.000, N=51 
The complex solution (table 27) covers five paths, whereas two paths have been merged in a 
reduced expression: sourcedura*INTENTION*EXPERIENCEINDU*experiencemana (consistency 1.000). 
This path points to the absence of long-term responsibility. This is combined with growth 
intention, the presence of industry experience, and the absence of management experience. 
However, with a look at the other paths of the complex solution no clear statement on a 
reasonable mix of industry or management experience can be made. The analysis for low 
performance is also not clear regarding intention for growth (intention).  It seems that this 
condition is present in both outcomes, high and low performance.  
In sum, findings on the QCA analysis of the dimension driver for the outcome performance 
show strong support for the proposition 1a (long-term responsibility) which is found to be 
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related to high performance. Regarding the differences between performance groups, the 
condition long-term responsibility (SOURCEDURA) serves as an important anchor point because 
it appears in most configurations in relation to high performers. In addition, paths with the 
absence of long-term responsibility (sourcedura) tend to have inconsistent relationships with 
high performance (lower unique consistency values in paths of the parsimonious and 
intermediate-theoretical solution). Although the relationship between short-term responsibility 
(sourcedura) and low performance (performance) is not as clear as the relationship between long-
term responsibility and high performance, the negative influence of short-term responsibility 
could be shown in the intermediate-empirical solution of the outcome PERFORMANCE and the 
complex solution for the outcome performance. 
The importance of long-term responsibility (SOURCEDURA) in the driver dimension in relation 
to performance can be best exemplified when discussing proposition 1b (intention). 
Although it has been found that intention for growth is present (INTENTION) in most high and 
low-performing enterprises, the theoretical-intermediate solution for the outcome high 
performance shows that intention combined with short-term responsibility can also result in 
low consistency values towards performance.  
Finally, QCA finds no support for proposition 1c (experience) because findings are very 
mixed. There is no clear configurational setting for industry (experienceindu) or management 
(experiencemana) experience, not for high or low performance. If anything, then both types of 
experiences seem to be rather absent (experienceindu*experiencemana) in relationship to high 
performance. However, the QCA for the outcome high performance shows that long-term 
responsibility has a much higher influence on performance outcomes than different 
combination industry or management experience.  
The QCA analysis of the dimension driver for the outcome performance is marked by a high 
number of inconsistencies and individual paths. While condition SOURCEDURA proves to be 
highly sufficient, other conditions are not consolidated, among all the two conditions for 
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4.4.2.3 QCA for the outcome strategic stability 
As a next step in the dimension driver, the QCA analysis is performed for the outcome 
strategic stability. This approach broadens the perspective of the analysis to two different 
angles. It may reveal insights with regard to strategic stability. Particular attention should be 
paid to the case denomination that shows the performance group of a case.   
--- ANALYSIS OF NECESSARY CONDITION ---  
Outcome variable:   stability    STABILITY 
Conditions tested:  
                         Consistency        Coverage  Consistency        Coverage  
SOURCEDURA              0.714286             0.476190  0.956522             0.523810  
sourcedura             0.285714             0.888889   0.043478             0.111111  
SOURCERESP   0.178571             0.454545   0.260870             0.545455  
sourceresp             0.821429             0.575000  0.739130             0.425000  
INTENTION   0.821429             0.547619  0.826087             0.452381  
intention               0.178571             0.555556  0.173913             0.444444  
EXPERIENCEINDU  0.571429             0.551724  0.565217             0.448276  
experienceindu         0.428571             0.545455  0.434783             0.454545  
EXPERIENCEMANA  0.535714             0.652174  0.347826             0.347826  
experiencemana         0.464286             0.464286  0.652174             0.535714 
Table 28: Necessary conditions, dimension driver, outcome stability, N=51 
The analysis of necessary conditions shows that SOURCEDURA, the condition showing long-
term responsibility, fully classifies as a necessary condition (consistency 0.956).  Bigger 
differences in the analysis of necessary conditions also appear for management experience 
(EXPERIENCEMANA) which seems to be more often present in instable enterprises. While the 
variation between the different outcomes is not so strong, there is one exception: short-term 
responsibility (sourcedura, consistency: 0.286 for unstable and 0.043 for stable enterprises). 
This has been already found in the parsimonious solution for the outcome high performance 
(PERFORMANCE). How this goes together with other conditions and cases is subject of the 
analysis of sufficient conditions. As in the analysis for the outcome performance, the analysis 
for the outcome strategic stability is made using all five conditions.  
I first start with the core analysis of N=51 for the OUTCOME STRATEGIC STABILITY 
in order to secure comparability between the two analysis with the outcome performance and 
with the outcome strategic stability. Similar to the analysis with the outcome performance, 
the truth table shows many contradictions and individual paths. The highest consistency 
shows the path SOURCEDURA*sourceresp*INTENTION*experienceindu*experiencemana that has already 
been identified in the analysis of the outcome performance. However, as for strategic stability 
the path has an even higher consistency value (0.857). This speaks in favor of a reasonable 
intersection between performance and stability in this path. Most importantly the truth table 
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shows that in case of short-term responsibility (sourcedura) low consistency values indicate a 
strong relationship with instability (stability). Interestingly both, theoretically perfect path (all 
conditions present) and imperfect path (all conditions absent), have the outcome instability. 
Yet, while the theoretically perfect path is covered by a highest performing enterprise, the 
opposite path is covered by a low-performing enterprise. Although these extreme 
configurations are only seen in two enterprises, they constitute an interesting starting point for 
further analyses using minimization.  
--- TRUTH TABLE ---  
  
v1: sourcedura     v2: sourceresp    v3: intention     v4: experienceindu     v5: experiencemana 
 
v1 v2 v3 v4 v5 O id     consistency 
1 0 1 1 1 C  
(SOURCEDURA*sourceresp*INTENTION*EXPERIENCEINDU*EXPERIENCEMANA)   0,667 
e1hgr_s,e13lwr_s,e18lwr_us,e62hgr_s,e64hgr_s,e72hgr_us 
0 0 1 0 1 0  
(sourcedura*sourceresp*INTENTION*experienceindu*EXPERIENCEMANA)    0,000 
e2hgr_us,e37LWT_us,e57hgr_us   
1 0 1 0 1 C 
(SOURCEDURA*sourceresp*INTENTION*experienceindu*EXPERIENCEMANA)   0,333 
e4HGT_s,e6lwr_us,e20hgr_us,e30lwr_s,e50lwr_us,e69HGT_us  
1 0 1 0 0 C       
(SOURCEDURA*sourceresp*INTENTION*experienceindu*experiencemana)   0,857 
e7hgr_s,e12LWT_s,e16hgr_s,e27HGT_s,e32lwr_us,e33hgr_s,e53hgr_s    
1 1 1 0 0 1 e8lwr_s     1.000  
0 1 1 0 1 0 e9lwr_us     0.000 
1 0 1 1 0 C  
(SOURCEDURA*sourceresp*INTENTION*EXPERIENCEINDU*experiencemana)   0,416 
e10hgr_s,e21lwr_s,e22hgr_s,e23hgr_us,e29LWT_us,e34HGT_us,e35HGT_s,e39lwr_us,e40lwr_s,e42lwr_us,e43lwr_us
,e66LWT_us 
1 1 1 1 0 C  
(SOURCEDURA*SOURCERESP*INTENTION*EXPERIENCEINDU*experiencemana)   0,500 
e17hgr_us,e48hgr_s 
0 0 1 0 0 0 e24hgr_us    0.000 
0 0 1 1 0 0 e28lwr_us    0.000 
1 1 0 1 1 C  
(SOURCEDURA*SOURCERESP*intention*EXPERIENCEINDU*EXPERIENCEMANA)   0,500 
 e31HGT_s,e51lwr_us 
1 0 0 1 1 0  
(SOURCEDURA*SOURCERESP*intention*EXPERIENCEINDU*EXPERIENCEMANA)   0,000 
e38hgr_us,e49lwr_us 
0 1 1 1 0 0 e41lwr_us    0.000 
0 0 0 0 0 0 e52lwr_us-     0.000  
[theoretical imperfect path] 
1 1 0 1 0 1 e59HGT_s    1.000 
1 1 1 1 1 0 e63HGT_us-                                           0.000 
     [theoretical perfect path] 
1 1 0 0 1 1 e68lwr_s     1.000 
1 0 0 0 1 0 e71hgr_us    0.000 
0 1 0 1 0 1 e76hgr_s    1.000 
Table 29: Truth table, dimension driver, outcome: stability, consistency values for: stability, N=51 
The truth table (table 29) shows that further minimization is possible for the outcome 
strategic stability (STABILITY) because there are multiple paths with high consistency and case 
membership. Given the high number of individual paths, I chose for a consistency cutoff of 
0.667 and a frequency cutoff of 2. 13 enterprises qualify for the minimization procedure 
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because their consistency threshold towards high performance is above 0.667. The complex 
solution (table 30) cannot be further minimized and lists the two paths above the thresholds. 
The complex solution covers less than half of all stable cases (solution coverage 0.434) and 
has a high solution consistency of 0.769. Above all, the two paths included in the complex 
solution are identical in the combination of long-term responsibility, leadership team and the 
intention for growth (SOURCEDURA*sourceresp*INTENTION). The only difference between the two 
paths appears in the industry and management experience which are either both absent or 
present.   
--- COMPLEX SOLUTION ---  
 
frequency cutoff: 2.000000  
consistency cutoff: 0.666667  
   
                                                                             raw            unique                
                                                                           coverage   coverage   consistency   
---------  ----------  ----------    
SOURCEDURA*sourceresp*INTENTION*experienceindu*experiencemana    0.260870    0.260870    0.857143  
e7hgr_s, e12LWT_s, e16hgr_s, e27HGT_s,   e32lwr_us, e33hgr_s, e53hgr_s  
 
SOURCEDURA*sourceresp*INTENTION*EXPERIENCEINDU*EXPERIENCEMANA 0.173913    0.173913    0.666667  
e1hgr_s, e13lwr_s, e18lwr_us, e62hgr_s, e64hgr_s, e72hgr_us  
 
solution coverage: 0.434783  
solution consistency: 0.769231 
Table 30: Complex solution, dimension driver, outcome: stability, consistency cutoff: 0.667, N=51 
 
The parsimonious solution (table 31) reveals that the absence of industry and management 
experience (experienceindu*experiencemana) exists in almost one third of all enterprises (raw 
coverage: 0.304) and is linked to STABILITY. In comparison, the path 
INTENTION*EXPERIENCEINDU*EXPEREINCEMANA is almost perfectly inconsistent. It appears that 
management and industry experience are often absent, and also more often met in unstable 
enterprise, which would be counterintuitive to the proposition P1c (experience).  
--- PARSIMONIOUS SOLUTION ---  
 
frequency cutoff: 2.000000  
consistency cutoff: 0.666667  
                                                      raw            unique                
                                                    coverage    coverage   consistency   
                                                  ----------  ----------  ----------    
experienceindu*experiencemana                 0.304348    0.304348    0.700000  
e7hgr_s,  e8lwr_s, e12LWT_s, e16hgr_s,  e24hgr_us, e27HGT_s, e32lwr_us,  e33hgr_s, e52lwr_us, e53hgr_s  
INTENTION*EXPERIENCEINCU*EXPERIENCEMANA     0.173913    0.173913    0.571429  
e1hgr_s, e13lwr_s, e18lwr_us, e62hgr_s, e63HGT_us, e64hgr_s, e72hgr_us  
solution coverage: 0.478261  
solution consistency: 0.647059  
Table 31: Parsimonious solution, dimension driver, outcome: stability, consistency cutoff=0.667, N=51 
Chapter 4: A Comparative Configurational Analysis of Different Performance Groups                                      148 
 
Note that the intermediate-empirical solution produces the same results as the complex 
solution. It is therefore not published. As for the outcome of strategic stability no intermediate 
solution based on theoretical assumptions is made because no theoretical knowledge is 
available. In fact, it is the aim of this study to investigate the relationship between the 
mechanism of strategic ambidexterity, performance and strategic stability.  
As seen in the truth table (table 29), the share of enterprises with a reasonable consistency 
ratio allows an analysis for the OUTCOME STRATEGIC INSTABILITY (stability, 
consistency cutoff 0.667; frequency cutoff 2). The complex solution (table 32) displays two 
paths above the consistency threshold (solution coverage: 0.321; solution consistency: 0.818). 
In relation to the outcome of instability (stability) these two paths show very mixed findings 
regarding the five conditions. However, one interesting fact appears looking at the second 
path of the complex solution (although it is empirically only covered by two cases): when the 
intention for growth is absent and long-term responsibility is present (intention*SOURCEDURA) a 
relationship with instability (stability) can be observed.  
   
--- COMPLEX SOLUTION ---  
 
frequency cutoff: 2.000000  
consistency cutoff: 0.666667  
                                                                                           raw              unique                
                                                                                        coverage    coverage   consistency   
                                                                         ----------  ----------  ----------    
sourceresp*INTENTION*experienceindu*EXPERIENCEMANA                 0.250000    0.250000    0.777778  
e2hgr_us, e4HGT_s, e6lwr_us, e20hgr_us, e30lwr_s, e37LWT_us, e50lwr_us, e57hgr_us, e69HGT_us  
 
SOURCEDURA*sourceresp*intention*EXPERIENCEINDU*EXPERIENCEMANA       0.071429    0.071429    1.000000  
e38hgr_us, e49lwr_us 
 
solution coverage: 0.321429  
solution consistency: 0.818182  
Table 32: Complex solution, dimension driver, outcome: instability, consistency cutoff=0.667, N=51 
The parsimonious solution (table 33) delivers no new knowledge about the relationship 
between short-term strategic responsibility (sourcedura) and strategic instability (stability). 
However, it shows that the absence of growth intention in a group of leaders 
(sourceresp*intention) is perfectly related to instability. In addition to the findings gained in the 
complex solution this supports the theoretical assumption that a missing intention for growth 
can be related to instability. When a group of leaders has no shared growth intention, the 
disposition to manage the enterprise in turbulent times may be more challenging.  
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--- PARSIMONIOUS SOLUTION ---  
 
frequency cutoff: 2.000000  
consistency cutoff: 0.666667  
   
                                            raw             unique                
                                          coverage    coverage   consistency   
                                         ----------  ----------  ----------    
sourceresp*intention                     0.142857    0.107143    1.000000  
e38hgr_us, e49lwr_us, e52lwr_us, e71hgr_us  
 
experienceindu*EXPERIENCEMANA     0.321429    0.285714    0.750000  
e2hgr_us, e4HGT_s, e6lwr_us, e9lwr_us, e20hgr_us, e30lwr_s, e37LWT_us, e50lwr_us, e57hgr_us, e68lwr_s, 
e69HGT_us, e71hgr_us 
 
solution coverage: 0.428571  
solution consistency: 0.800000  
Table 33: Parsimonious solution, dimension driver, outcome: instability, consistency cutoff=0.667, N=51   
Both Intermediate solutions for the outcome strategic instability (stability) do not result in any 
further minimization, and are therefore not discussed here.  
As a last step of the QCA for the dimension driver the CONTROL GROUP OF MEDIUM-
PERFORMERS (N=74) comes into play. The rationale here is that with an increased share 
of overall cases, the minimization procedure may reveal important additional knowledge. 
Since the distribution of medium-performers amounts to 17 stable and 6 unstable enterprises, 
it may especially add knowledge to the outcome strategic stability (STABILITY). This additional 
task is performed as a control for previous results, and only those parts of the analysis are 
published that generate additional knowledge. Note that the outcome in this exercise is always 
strategic stability since medium-performing enterprises do not qualify for the analysis with 
the outcome performance.  
First, the analysis of necessary conditions (table 34) reveals that the resulting differences 
between different stability outcomes are bigger for long-term responsibility (SOURCEDURA, 
consistency for stability: 0.647; STABILITY: 0.950). This supports most of the assumptions made 
in the driver component so far. Yet, in comparison to the analysis without medium-
performing enterprises, other effects mitigate (e.g. the presence of management experience) or 
get stronger (e.g. EXPERIENCEINDU, experiencemana). However, at first glimpse these results give 
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--- ANALYSIS OF NECESSARY CONDITION --- 
Outcome:   stability    STABILITY 
Conditions tested:  Consistency        Coverage  Consistency Coverage 
SOURCEDURA           0.647059             0.366667  0.950000              0.633333  
sourcedura  0.352941             0.857143   0.050000             0.142857 
SOURCERESP            0.235294             0.444444   0.250000              0.555556 
sourceresp             0.764706             0.464286   0.750000              0.535714 
INTENTION           0.764706             0.448276   0.800000             0.551724 
Intention   0.235294             0.500000  0.200000              0.500000 
EXPERIENCEINDU         0.500000             0.414634  0.600000               0.585366  
Experienceindu  0.500000             0.515152  0.400000              0.484848 
EXPERIENCEMAN    0.558824             0.575758   0.350000              0.424242 
experiencemana       0.441176             0.365854  0.650000              0.634146 
Table 34: Analysis of necessary conditions, dimension driver, outcome: stability, N=74  
Two solutions are of further interest: the intermediate solutions based on the empirically 
observed data for the presence (STABILITY) and the absence of stability (stability, solutions 
derived with consistency cutoff: 0.700; frequency cutoff: 2) 
--- INTERMEDIATE SOLUTION (EMPIRICALLY BASED) ---  
frequency cutoff: 2.000000  
consistency cutoff: 0.700000  
Assumptions: intention (present); sourceresp (absent); sourcedura (present)  
                                                                     raw             unique                
                                                                               coverage    coverage   consistency   
                                                                              ----------  ----------  ----------    
experiencemana*EXPERIENCEINDU*intention*SOURCEDURA       0.100000    0.050000    1.000000 
e15med_s (1,1), e45med_s, e59HGT_s, e65med_s  
 
experiencemana*EXPERIENCEINDU*SOURCERESP*SOURCEDURA              0.125000    0.075000    0.833333  
e15med_s (1,1),e17hgr_us, e36med_s, e48hgr_s,  e56med_s, e59HGT_s  
experiencemana*experienceindu*INTENTION*sourceresp*SOURCEDURA       0.175000    0.175000    0.700000 
e7hgr_s (1,1), e12LWT_s, e16hgr_s, e25med_us, e27HGT_s, e32lwr_us, e33hgr_s, e53hgr_s, e67med_s, e74med_us  
EXPERIENCEMANA*EXPERIENCEINDU*INTENTION*sourceresp*SOURCEDURA   
                                                                                                                                    0.150000    0.150000    0.750000 
e1hgr_s (1,1),  e13lwr_s, e18lwr_us, e26med_s, e46med_s, e62hgr_s, e64hgr_s, e72hgr_us  
solution coverage: 0.500000  
solution consistency: 0.769231 
Table 35: Intermediate solution (empirically based), dimension driver, outcome: stability, consistency cutoff: 
0.700, N=74 
The intermediate solution for STABILITY (table 35) reveals several interesting facts. It highlights 
again the importance of long-term strategic responsibility (SOURCEDURA) that is part of all 
solutions. Second, industry experience is present, while management experience is more often 
absent. However, the absence of both experiences is also related to STABILITY. The intermediate 
solution also reveals that the presence of a high number of conditions is also related to the 
outcome STABILITY.  
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These results are supported by the intermediate solution for the outcome strategic instability 
(stability, table 36).  This analysis shows that management experience appears more often in 
unstable enterprises. Moreover instability is related to short-term responsibility (sourcedura, 
second path) or the lack of growth intention (intention, first path). However, with regard to 
performance the differences are not as strong as for stability groups.  
--- INTERMEDIATE SOLUTION  (EMPIRICALLY BASED) ---  
frequency cutoff: 2.000000  
consistency cutoff: 0.800000  
Assumptions: intention (present) ; sourceresp (absent); sourcedura (absent)  
                                                                 raw              unique                
                                                               coverage    coverage   consistency   
                                                              ----------  ----------  ----------    
EXPERIENCEMANA*intention*sourceresp                       0.117647    0.117647    1.000000 
e38hgr_us, e44med_us, e49lwr_us, e71hgr_us   
EXPERIENCEMANA*experienceindu*INTENTION*sourcedura       0.176471    0.176471    0.857143  
e2hgr_us, e5med_us, e9lwr_us, e11med_s, e37LWT_us, e57hgr_us, e61med_us  
solution coverage: 0.294118  
solution consistency: 0.909091 
Table 36: Intermediate solution (empirically based), dimension driver, outcome: instability, consistency cutoff 
0.800, N=74 
In sum, with regard to proposition 1a (long-term responsibility) the QCA analysis for the 
outcome strategic stability shows similar patterns like the analysis of performance. All 
solutions provide evidence that strategic stability and long-term responsibility go close 
together. Furthermore, long-term responsibility has an influence on other conditions. The 
intermediate solutions (N=74) reveal that the presence of many conditions plus long-term 
responsibility is related to the outcome of stability (STABILITY).  
Regarding proposition 1b (intention), intention for growth seems to be a sufficient condition 
for both stable and unstable enterprises. In consequence, as the findings from the analysis 
with the outcome performance show, intention should be properly aligned with other 
conditions of the mechanism in order to materialize.   
Finally, for proposition 1c (experience) the QCA analysis produces mixed findings. The 
analysis with medium-performers shows that industry experience (EXPERIENCEINDU) is more 
often present in case of stability (STABILITY), and management experience (EXPERIENCEMANA) 
appears more often in case of instability (stability). With a closer look these findings are 
supported by the core analysis (N=51), where management experience appears more often in 
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unstable enterprises, and industry or management experience are either present or absent in 
stable enterprises. This is actually counterintuitive to the argumentation made in P3c. In 
addition, how this translates to performance remains unclear because cases are very mixed 
regarding performance affiliation. Therefore, P1c cannot be supported.  
4.4.2.4 Summary of results for the dimension driver 
The following summary of results for the dimension driver includes the analysis of 
descriptive statistics, and the results from the QCA analysis for both outcomes performance 
and strategic stability. By including the entire knowledge from all three analytical steps, one 
proposition can be supported, one dropped and one needs further discussion.  
First, proposition 1a (long-term responsibility) is supported. Long-term responsibility 
proves to be very important for the outcome of performance. A large share of high-
performing enterprises has long-term responsibility (SOURCEDURA). This has a strong influence 
on other conditions. The more conditions are present and combined with long-term 
responsibility, the higher consistency values are reached for high performance (e.g. the 
theoretically perfect path or paths close to this solution). Above all, long-term responsibility 
has an influence on the intention for growth (INTENTION). It is an important prerequisite that 
growth intention translates into long-term strategic behavior (intermediate-theoretical 
solution). This is fully supported by several QCA solutions for the outcome strategic stability. 
In addition descriptive statistics underline these results. Remember that strategic stability is 
measured by assessing the stability of enterprise objectives. First, both high and stable 
enterprises are much more stable regarding the strategic responsibility. This can be interpreted 
as a support for the importance of long-term strategic responsibility in relation to performance 
and strategic stability.  Both, high (64.3%) and stable enterprises (76.9%) had no changes of 
strategic responsibility over the last ten years, compared to low (47.8%) and unstable (42.3%) 
enterprises. Therefore, proposition P1a can be fully supported. Indeed, the long-term strategic 
decision maker makes a difference with regard to other performance groups. This long-term 
responsibility serves as an important anchor for the dimension driver.  
Regarding proposition 1b (intention) it constitutes a sufficient, if not almost necessary 
condition for the outcome performance (low and high). A similar sufficiency for the growth 
intention is also found for the outcome strategic stability (stable and unstable). Therefore, 
intention is the most ambiguous condition in the dimension driver, since it appears in most 
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instances to be present. However, a deeper configurational analysis reveals that its absence in 
combination with conditions that are found to be related with negative outcomes (especially 
the absence of long-term responsibility) is more related to low performance or instability. 
This is an important fact and supports the argument that growth intention can also have fatal 
consequences if it is not properly aligned with other conditions. In addition, the descriptive 
statistics showed that a long-term commitment to growth is related high performance. As the 
intermediate-theoretical QCA solution for the outcome performance shows, this may also be 
connected to clearer and more ambitious objectives (see also analysis for the dimension 
foundation). Taken all these facts into account, P1b can be partly supported because 
differences of this sufficient condition are evident. Although it seems to be a sufficient 
condition for all analyzed outcomes, the differences between outcome groups in combination 
with other conditions of the mechanism support the proposition partly.  
Proposition 1c (experience) cannot be supported. It is neither sufficient nor does it show 
high differences between performance or stability groups. Experience itself does not play an 
important role for the dimension driver. Although it was expected that a greater industry 
(experienceindu) or management experience (experiencemana) provides for a better handling 
of strategic stability and change, there are mixed findings regarding its configuration in the 
dimension driver. In fact, the QCA analysis for the outcome strategic stability shows that 
unstable enterprises can rely on a stronger management experience of their leaders than their 
stable peers, which is actually counterintuitive to what has been proposed in P1c. There are 
mixed findings throughout the analysis. Industry or management experiences are either both 
present or absent or exist in combination of presence and absence. Therefore the QCA could 
not reveal any structural peculiarities. This is in line with the findings made using descriptive 
statistics. In consequence, this condition can be dropped as irrelevant from the mechanism. 
P1c finds no support.  
4.4.3 Analysis of the dimension foundation 
As has been argued, an enterprise needs a strategy to work after. The strategy outlines the 
architecture of an enterprise and formulates objectives as well as the overall value proposition 
an enterprise can offer. With regard to the mechanism of strategic ambidexterity it has been 
argued that objectives should be clear and desirable in order to produce commitment in 
followers of an enterprise (P2a, definition). If a strategy is well understood and anchored in 
an organization, then understanding necessary changes may be much easier. In order to define 
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a well-suited strategy and to stay flexible in case of changes, enterprises need to have a future-
orientation, actively searching for strategic alternatives and the most promising and suitable 
paths. Furthermore, flexibility comes along with less strict business planning activities (P2b, 
planning). Flexible planning should enable the enterprise to implement a strategy in a way 
that it can easily react to changes.  Finally,  proposition 2c (alignment/communication) 
argues that there should be communication activities in place that allow an enterprise to 
continuously address key stakeholders of the organization about business model, or offered 
value to customers, in order to produce commitment.  
4.4.3.1 Descriptive statistics 
First it has been argued that objectives should be clear and desirable in order to produce 
commitment by followers of an enterprise (P2a, definition). The clarity and desirability of 
business objectives have been assessed using different measures as well as the long-term 
orientation of objectives. Looking at the overall sample of enterprises (N=74, figure 17-18) 
68.9% of all enterprises have measureable (43.2%) or qualitative objectives (25.7%) in place. 
In comparison 25.7% of all enterprises state that they have flexible objectives in place, while 
4.1% do not formulate objectives at all. Regarding their self-assessment of the ambitiousness 
of objectives, eight out of ten enterprises (82.4%) say that objectives are ambitious or more or 
less ambitious. However, a closer look at the objectives indicated by respondents (multiple 
answers, total count, respondents were asked to name up to three enterprise objectives) shows 
that altogether 60 objectives can be classified as ambitious objectives, while 48 objectives 
cannot. I classified these objectives using six categories (figure 19).  
Figure 17: Clarity of objectives (Proposition 2a), all values in percent, missing to 100%: None of all 
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Figure 18: Ambitiousness of objectives (Proposition 2a), all values in percent; missing to 100%: no answer 
Figure 19: Ambitiousness of objectives/actual objectives given (Proposition 2a), total count of answers  
Biggest differences between high and low-performing enterprises are found with regard to the 
number of flexible and unclear objectives. 8.7% of low-performers do not formulate 
objectives at all or have rather flexible objectives in place (30.4%). In comparison only 3.6% 
of high-performers say that they do not formulate objectives and one fourth (25.0%) has 
flexible objectives in place. Furthermore, there are also differences between high and low-
performing enterprises in the ambitiousness of objectives. Although the self-assessment 
regarding the ambitiousness of objectives is almost identical for high (82.9%) and low 
(82.6%) performing enterprises, a look at the named objectives (Q917) in the questionnaire 
reveals differences between performance groups. High-performers have more often ambitious 
objectives in place (total count of 24), while low-performers indicate ambitious objectives less 
                                                          
17
 Q9: “Please describe or name your enterprise objective in 2 to 3 headwords.”  
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often (16). Above all, high-performers more often refer to quality, technology or market 
leadership (hp: 10, lp: 5) as well as geographical expansion (hp: 7, lp: 2). 
The tendency for stable and unstable enterprises is similar as for different performance 
groups. However, unstable enterprises have the highest share in clear, measureable objectives 
(58.7%) of all enterprise groups. Concerning the ambitiousness of named objectives in Q9, 
stable enterprise also show a higher share in quality, technology or market leadership (11) 
than their low-performing peers (4). In contrast unstable enterprise have a high share of 
modest objectives (ust: 12, st: 6). All in all, it appears that both high-performers and stable 
enterprises have more ambitious objectives in place. These findings can be seen as a first 
partial support for proposition 2a (definition). 
Does the long-term orientation of objectives also have such an impact like the endurance of 
strategic responsibility in the driver dimension? The answer to this question using descriptive 
statistics is yes. First, the overall sample of enterprises (N=74, figure 20/21) does not show 
many differences between short-term (54.0%) or long-term objectives (46.0%). Most 
objectives (49.9%) are defined for a timeframe of two to three years. Yet, looking at the focus 
of enterprise objectives the whole sample shows that the majority (150.0%, multiple answers) 
bases the definition of objectives on future-oriented issues, such as future market trends 
(78.4%) and new product development (71.6%). In comparison 110.8% do focus on rather 
past-related issues, such as current sales figures (63.5%), or annual balances (47.3%). 
Figure 20: Duration of objectives (Proposition 2a), all values in percent, missing to 100%: no answer 
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Figure 21: Future orientation of objectives (Proposition 2a), all values in percent, multiple answers, 
Others/None of all not included 
The long-term orientation of objectives marks a huge difference between high (53.5% long-
term) and low-performing enterprises (17.3% long-term). The focus on short-term objectives 
in low-performing enterprises is remarkable. Almost three fourth of all low-performers 
(74.0%) concentrate on a timeframe of 2-3 years, while 8.7% have objectives that change on 
an annual basis. In addition, there is a slight tendency that high-performers formulate future-
oriented objectives (164.2%), while only 134.8% of low-performers do so. The biggest 
difference appears regarding the use of past-related annual balances for the formulation of 
objectives: only 35.7% of high-performers include annual balance in the formulation of 
objectives, compared to 60.9% of low-performers. 
A comparison between stable and unstable enterprises shows similar results to the analysis of 
different performance groups. The biggest difference appears regarding the timeframe of 
objectives. 54.5% of stable enterprises define their objectives on a long-term basis, while only 
21.1% of unstable enterprises do so. However, differences between stable and unstable 
enterprises mitigate when the future and past orientation of objectives is compared. Yet, the 
number of unstable enterprises that base their definition of objectives on rather past-related 
foundations is slightly higher (127.6%) compared to their stable peers (99.7%) 
Therefore, at the stage of descriptive statistics proposition 2a (definition) can be supported. 
High-performers stick to objectives that produce commitment in followers such as technology 
leadership or geographical expansion. The mentioned objectives further show that 
ambitiousness is higher in high-performing enterprises. This is supported additionally by the 
long-term orientation and the future perspective of objectives. Ambitious objectives are often 
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defined for a longer timeframe. A similar tendency can be seen between stable and unstable 
enterprises, although the differences are not as strong as in performance groups. Taking all 
aspects of P2a together, the descriptive statistics show first support for the proposition. High 
and low-performing enterprises do indeed differ in terms of the definition of objectives.  
The second proposition 2b (planning) deals with the degree of flexible planning. Flexible 
planning may deliver the best option for implementing a strategy that should be adapted 
quickly once changes are necessary. Flexibility comes along with less strict business planning 
activities. However, the overall sample (N=74, figure 22) shows that all enterprises have 
many planning techniques in place. In the first place, they rely on the regular review of 
milestones (64.9%, multiple answers), the controlling of internal processes (63.5%) and a 
business plan (55.4). In contrast, only one fourth (25.7%) state that they have no strict 
planning.  
 
Figure 22: Implementation of business objectives (Proposition 2b), all values in percent, multiple answers, 
Others/None of all not included 
In general there are not many differences between high and low-performing enterprises. 
Although 35.7% of high-performers state that their planning is rather flexible, overall the 
planning activities in high and low-performers are similar. Slight differences appear regarding 
the techniques of planning activities. High-performers in comparison to low-performers do 
more rely on clearly defined processes (hp: 39.3%, lp: 26.1%). Almost no differences appear 
in the regular review of milestones (hp: 60.7%, lp: 56.6%). In contrast, low-performers have 
more often controlling of internal processes (hp: 57.1%, lp: 69.6%) and business plans (hp: 
50.0%, lp: 69.1%) in place. 
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The number of enterprises that do not strictly plan is more or less similar in stable (27.3%) 
and unstable enterprises (31.0%) With regard to the used planning techniques, unstable 
enterprises (69%) base the implementation of their business objectives on a business plan, 
while this is not so often the case for stable (45.5%) enterprises. Unstable enterprises are 
similar to low-performers in using controlling (us: 69.0%, lp: 69.6%) and a business plan (ust: 
69%, lp: 69.1%). In contrast, stable enterprises do have a particular planning technique 
primarily based on a regular review of milestones ( 59.1%), controlling of internal processes 
(54.4%), and a business plan (45.5%). All in all, planning activities are not so intensive on 
stable enterprises compared to unstable enterprises (st: 195.5%, ust: 227.6%; cumulative 
percentage). 
In sum, planning seems to play a crucial role for all enterprises. However, since the level of 
“no strict planning” is overall low, at this point proposition 2b (planning) cannot be 
supported. All enterprise types use many different planning techniques for the implementation 
of their business objectives. Only slight differences appear in the techniques of planning.  
Finally, the third proposition 2c (alignment/communication) of the dimension foundation 
argues that the strategy should be communicated to enterprise followers so that objectives and 
mission statements can be anticipated in order to produce commitment. In this regard the 
institutionalized communication activities create effective channels of communication. Also, 
the intensity of communication is found to determine differences between enterprises. 
Overall, alignment refers to the communication of objectives to internal followers, as well as 
the mission statement to customers and external partners/distributors. It has been 
operationalized by classifying communication activities as formal or informal. The intensity is 
measured counting all communication activities with internal and external followers. The 
overall sample (N=74, figure 23-25) shows strong institutionalized (120.2%, multiple 
answers, cumulative percentage) as well as informal (117.6%) means of communication to 
employees. Value communication to customers is also high, while most enterprises rely on 
institutionalized communication activities to customers (165.8%) compared to informal 
communication activities (110.4%). Less relevant in the overall sample seems to be the 
communication with external partners. Compared to communication activities with employees 
and customers, only 82.9% of all enterprises use institutionalized activities and 70.3% use 
informal communication techniques to address their partners.   
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Figure 23: Communication of objectives to employees (Proposition 2c), all values in percent, multiple answers, 
Others/None of all not included – Values for none of all: N=74: 0.6%; mp: 0.0%; hp: 0.0%; lp: 4.3%; st: 2.6%; 
us: 0.0% 
Figure 24: Communication of objectives to customers (Proposition 2c), all values in percent, multiple answers, 
Others/None of all not included – Values for none of all: N=74: 6.5%; mp: 13.6%; hp: 25.0%; lp17.4%; st: 
13.2%; ust: 25.7% 
Figure 25: Communication of objectives to partners (Proposition 2c), all values in percent, multiple answers, 
Others/None of all not included – Values for none of all: N=74: 10.4%; mp: 13.6%; hp: 32.0%; lp: 11.8%; st: 
20.0%; ust: 20.7% 
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A comparison between high and low-performing enterprises shows no differences in the 
communicating objectives to employees. The overall amount of all communication activities 
to employees is almost the same for low-performers (multiple answers, cumulated 
percentages: (230.4%) compared to high-performers (221.4%). There are also no substantial 
differences between institutionalized and non-institutionalized activities. However, in the 
communication with customers an important difference can be seen. High-performers 
(107.2%) do more often communicate their mission statement to customers in an informal 
way than low-performing enterprises (82.6%). In addition, high-performing enterprises do not 
communicate so much at all with external partners (hp: 32.0%; lp: 11.8%).  
The picture for stable enterprises is similar. However, it appears that unstable enterprises do 
more often communicate the strategy to all three types of stakeholders using institutionalized 
activities. In fact, they show high shares of institutionalized communication activities in the 
communication with employees (st: 99.2%, ust: 120.7%, cumulative percentage), customers 
(st: 140.9%, ust: 175.9%) and external partners (st: 52.7%, ust: 91.3%).   
In sum, most enterprises intensively communicate with employees and customers. Less 
intensive is the communication with external partners. In view of the descriptive statistics 
proposition 2c (alignment/communication) is partially supported. Although the amount of 
communication activities is high in all enterprises, differences in communication activities 
appear in the way objectives are actually communicated. While high and stable performers 
rest on a mix of institutionalized and non-institutionalized ways of communication and a 
particular focus on customers, low and unstable enterprises tend to use rather institutionalized 
communication activities for all three target groups.  
4.4.3.2 QCA for the outcome performance 
As a first step, the analysis is conducted for the outcome performance (N=51). Altogether, 
there are seven different conditions in the dimension foundation, resulting in 128 logically 
possible combinations. The analysis of necessary conditions (table 37) shows that there are 
various differences between high and low-performing enterprises. With regard to the outcome 
high performance (PERFORMANCE), the ambitiousness (DEFINITIONAMBI) and future orientation 
of objectives (DEFINITIONFUTU) show consistency values slightly below 0.9 and are close to 
being necessary conditions. As for the outcome low performance (performance) conditions 
short-term objectives (definitionperp) as well as the strict implementation of objectives 
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(implementation) have the highest consistency values. The biggest differences between the 
outcome high and low performance can be found in the conditions DEFINITIONPERP (durability 
of objectives, consistency for lp: 0.174; hp: 0.536), DEFINITIONFUTU (the future orientation of 
objectives, consistency for lp: 0.478; hp: 0.893), DEFINITIONAMBI (ambitiousness of objectives, 
consistency for lp: 0.739; hp: 0.857), and alignmentinst (informal communication activities, 
consistency for lp: 0.348; hp: 0.536).  
--- ANALYSIS OF NECESSARY CONDITION ---  
OUTCOME:  performance   PERFORMANCE 
 Conditions tested:  Consistency          Coverage  Consistency          Coverage 
DEFINITIONCLAR  0.695652             0.457143   0.678571             0.542857 
definitionclar         0.304348             0.437500   0.321429             0.562500  
DEFINITIONAMBI  0.739130             0.414634   0.857143             0.585366  
definitionambi         0.260870             0.600000   0.142857             0.400000  
DEFINITIONPERP 0.173913             0.210526   0.535714             0.789474  
definitionperp         0.826087             0.593750   0.464286             0.406250  
DEFINITIONFUTU  0.478261             0.305556   0.892857             0.694444  
definitionfutu         0.521739             0.800000   0.107143             0.200000  
IMPLEMENTATION 0.173913             0.333333   0.285714             0.666667  
implementation        0.826087             0.487179   0.714286             0.512821  
ALIGNMENTINST  0.652174             0.535714   0.464286             0.464286  
alignmentinst         0.347826             0.347826  0.535714             0.652174  
ALIGNMENTINTE  0.304348             0.437500  0.321429             0.562500  
alignmentinte         0.695652             0.457143  0.678571             0.542857 
 Table 37: Necessary conditions, dimension foundation, outcome performance, N=51 
Due to the eminent difference between high and low-performing enterprises in both 
consistency and coverage (analysis of necessary conditions) the future definition of objectives 
(DEFINITIONFUTU) classifies as a necessary condition for the analysis of the OUTCOME 
HIGH PERFORMANCE (PERFORMANCE). Because it appears in most paths leading to high 
performance, it should be analyzed separately (cp. Fiss, 2007). In order to reduce the number 
of conditions and to produce a less complex model, I will therefore exclude the necessary 
condition definitionfutu from the analysis of sufficient conditions. By doing so, the number of 
conditions decreases from seven to six which reduced the number of logically possible 
combinations of conditions from 128 to 64. Evidently, this enhances the analytical strength 
because the number of non-observed paths included in the calculation of parsimonious and 
intermediate solutions is reduced significantly. Therefore, the analysis for the outcome high 
performance (PERFORMANCE) for the dimension foundation is made without the condition 
definitionfutu. A test including the condition definitionfutu for the analysis of high 
performance (PERFOMANCE) revealed that it is present in all but one path in all four solutions 
(complex, parsimonious, intermediate-theoretical, intermediate-empirical). Hence, this 
qualifies for the analysis with six conditions only.  
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--- TRUTH TABLE ---  
  
v1: definitionclar    v2: definitionambi     v3: definitionperp    v4: implementation    v5: alignmentinst    v6: alignmentinte 
 
v1 v2 v3 v4 v5 v6 O id   consistency 
  
1 1 1 0 0 0 1    1.000 
(DEFINITIONCLAR*DEFINITIONAMBI*DEFINITIONPERP*implementation*alignmentinst*ALIGNMENTINTE) 
e1hgr_s,e10hgr_s,e48hgr_s,e62hgr_s      
1 1 0 0 0 0 C    0.000 
(DEFINITIONCLAR*DEFINITIONAMBI*definitionperp*implementation*alignmentinst*alignmentinte) 
e2hgr_us,e6lwr_us,e12LWT_s,e29LWT_us 
0 1 0 0 1 0 C    0.250 
(definitonclar*DEFINITIONAMBI*definitionperp*implementation*ALIGNMENTINST*alignmentinte) 
e4HGT_s,e18lwr_us,e42lwr_us,e49lwr_us 
0 0 1 0 0 0 C    0.500 
(definitionclar*definitionambi*DEFINITIONPERP*implementation*alignmentinst*alignmentinte) 
e7hgr_s,e8lwr_s 
1 1 0 0 1 1 C    0.400 
(DEFINITIONCLAR*DEFINITIONAMBI*definitionperp*implementation*ALIGNMENTINST*ALIGNMENTINTE) 
e9lwr_us,e23hgr_us,e27HGT_s,e28lwr_us,e40lwr_s 
1 1 1 0 1 0 C    0.500 
(DEFINITIONCLAR*DEFINITIONAMBI*DEFINITIONPERP*implementation*ALIGNMENTINST*alignmentinte) 
e13lwr_s,e69HGT_us 
1 1 1 1 0 0 1    1.000 
(DEFINITIONCLAR*DEFINITIONAMBI*DEFINITIONPERP*IMPLEMENTATION*alignmentinst*alignmntinte) 
e16hgr_s,e35HGT_s 
1 1 0 1 0 0 1 e17hgr_us  1.000 
1 1 0 1 1 0 C    0.667  
(DEFINITIONCLAR*DEFINITIONAMBI*definitionperp*IMPLEMENTATION*ALIGNMENTINST*alignmentinte) 
e20hgr_us,e39lwr_us,e63HGT_us 
1 1 0 0 1 0 0    0.000 
(DEFINITIONCLAR*DEFINITIONAMBI*definitionperp*implementation*ALIGNMENTINST*alignmentinte) 
e21lwr_s,e37LWT_us,e52lwr_us,e66LWT_us 
0 0 0 0 1 1 C    0.500 
(definitionclar*definitionambi*definitionperp*implementation*ALIGNMENTINST*ALIGNMENTINTE) 
e22hgr_s,e50lwr_us 
1 0 0 0 1 0 1 e24hgr_us  1.000 
0 1 1 1 1 0 0 e30lwr_s   0.000 
1 1 1 1 1 1 C  
(DEFINITIONCLAR*DEFINITIONAMBI*DEFINITIONPERP*IMPLEMENTATION*ALIGNMENTINST*ALIGNMENTINTE) 
e31HGT_s,e41lwr_us 
 (theoretical perfect path)       0.500 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 e32lwr_us  0.000 
1 1 1 0 1 1 1    1.000 
(DEFINITIONCLAR*DEFINITIONAMBI*DEFINITIONPERP*implementation*ALIGNMENTINST*ALIGNMENTINTE) 
e33hgr_s,e34HGT_us,e64hgr_s,e72hgr_us 
0 1 1 0 0 0 1 e38hgr_us  1.000  
1 0 0 0 0 1 0      
(DEFINITIONCLAR*definitionambi*definitionperp*implementation*ALIGNMENTINST*alignmentinte) 
e43lwr_us,e68lwr_s       0.000 
0 0 0 1 0 0 0 e51lwr_us  0.000  
0 1 0 0 0 0 1 e53hgr_s  1.000 
0 1 1 0 0 1 1 e57hgr_us  1.000 
0 1 0 1 0 0 1  
(definitionclar*DEFINITIONAMBI*definitionperp*IMPLEMENTATION*alignmentinst*alignmentinte) 
e59HGT_s,e71hgr_us       1.000 
0 0 0 0 0 0 1 e76hgr_s  1.000 
(theoretical imperfect path) 
Table 38: Truth table, dimension foundation, outcome: performance, consistency values for high performance, 
N=51 
Out of the remaining 64 logically possible combinations 26 are empirically covered in the 
truth table (table 38). Note that the number of paths with a high consistency level is quite 
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high. Therefore, the truth table qualifies for a further analysis of sufficient conditions. The 
theoretically perfect path (all conditions present) is met by one highest and one low-
performing enterprise, one stable and one unstable. Because the number of individual paths is 
high, the consistency threshold is set to 0.667 and frequency cutoff 2. Thereby more cases can 
be included into the complex solution which only considers empirically observed cases. Other 
paths and cases are included at a later stage in the parsimonious and intermediate solution.  
The complex solution (table 39) contains only the four paths used for the minimization 
procedure (solution consistency=0.931; solution coverage=0.500). However, especially the 
first path in the complex solution needs to be highlighted. It includes only high-performing, 
stable enterprises and points to the importance of the combination of clarity, ambitiousness 
and duration of objectives (DEFINTIONCLAR*DEFINITIONAMBI*DEFINITIONPERP), as well as the 
absence of alignment activities (alignmentinst*alignmentinte). 
--- COMPLEX SOLUTION ---  
 
frequency cutoff: 2.000000  
consistency cutoff: 0.666667  
                                                                                                       raw             unique                
                                                                                                   coverage    coverage    consistency   
                                                                                                  ----------  ----------  ----------    
DEFINITIONCLAR*DEFINITIONAMBI*DEFINITIONPERP*alignmentinst*alignmentinte                       
        0.214286    0.214286    1.000000  
1hgr_s, e10hgr_s, e16hgr_s, e35HGT_s, e48hgr_s, e62hgr_s  
 
definitionclar*DEFINITIONAMBI*definitionperp*IMPLEMENTATION*alignmentinst*alignmentinte       
        0.071429    0.071429    1.000000  
e59HGT_s, e71hgr_us  
 
DEFINITIONCLAR*DEFINITIONAMBI*definitionperp*IMPLEMENTATION*ALIGNMENTINST*alignmentinte        
        0.071429    0.071429    0.666667  
e20hgr_us, e39lwr_us, e63HGT_us  
 
DEFINITIONCLAR*DEFINITIONAMBI*DEFINITIONPERP*implementation*ALIGNMENTINST*ALIGNMENTINTE  
        0.142857    0.142857    1.000000  
e33hgr_s, e34HGT_us, e64hgr_s, e72hgr_us 
 
solution coverage: 0.500000  
solution consistency: 0.933333     
Table 39: Complex solution, dimension foundation, outcome: high performance, consistency cutoff 0.667, N=51 
The parsimonious solution (table 40) includes all logically possible combinations into the 
minimization procedure and highlights that the durability of objectives (DEFINITIONPERP) is 
often part of a path leading to high performance (PERFORMANCE). The second path is 
interesting insofar that it represents three highest performing enterprises, pointing to a flexible 
regime of planning in combination with no intense alignment activities 
(IMPLEMENTATION*alignmentinte). This produces a consistency score of 0.700 towards high 
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performance (PERFORMANCE) and covers one fourth of all cases leading to high performance. 
A closer look at the cases within this path shows that highest performers actually combine 
flexible planning with rather top-down, informal alignment and decision processes. In 
contrast, high and low-performers have a stronger formal, but inclusive alignment in place. 
This leads to the conclusion that highest performers have a certain mixture of flexibility and 
strictness in their strategic leadership. However, a look at the other paths in the parsimonious 
solution shows that implementation is an ambiguous condition because it is either absent, 
present or superfluous.  
--- PARSIMONIOUS SOLUTION ---  
   
frequency cutoff: 2.000000  
consistency cutoff: 0.666667  
                                                           raw           unique                
                                                       coverage    coverage   consistency   
                                                      ----------  ----------  ----------    
DEFINITIONPERP*implementation*ALIGNMENTINTE   0.178571    0.142857    1.000000  
e33hgr_s, e34HGT_us, e57hgr_us, e64hgr_s, e72hgr_us  
 
IMPLMENTATION*alignmentinte                       0.250000    0.178571    0.700000  
e16hgr_s, e17hgr_us, e20hgr_us, e30lwr_s, e35HGT_s, e39lwr_us, e51lwr_us,   e59HGT_s, e63HGT_us, e71hgr_us  
 
DEFINITIONAMBI*DEFINITIONPERP*alignmentinst        0.285714    0.178571    1.000000  
e1hgr_s, e10hgr_s, e16hgr_s, e35HGT_s, e38hgr_us, e48hgr_s, e57hgr_us, e62hgr_s 
 
solution coverage: 0.607143   
solution consistency: 0.850000  
Table 40: Parsimonious solution, dimension foundation, outcome: high performance, consistency cutoff: 0.667, 
N=51 
Both intermediate solutions (based on theoretical and empirical assumptions, table 41 and 42) 
make it clear that the combination of long-term objectives, that are clear and ambitious 
(DEFINITIONPERP*DEFINITIONAMBI*DEFINITIONCLAR), can be seen as a sufficient combination of 
conditions towards PERFROMANCE. The future orientation of objectives (DEFINITIONFUTU) was 
found to be a necessary condition for the outcome high performance (PERFORMANCE), and 
consequently must be added to this configuration. Hence, at this stage, proposition 2a 
(alignment/communication) can be fully supported. In addition both intermediate solutions 
show that there are more informal, personal communication activities than institutionalized 
activities (alignmentinst) in place in relation to high performance (PERFORMANCE). While the 
intermediate-theoretical solution minimizes each alignment condition separately, the 
intermediate-empirical solution combines the two also as a configuration. Both intermediate 
solutions have a high solution consistency and cover more than half of all cases.  
 
Chapter 4: A Comparative Configurational Analysis of Different Performance Groups                                      166 
 
--- INTERMEDIATE SOLUTION (THEORETICALLY BASED) ---  
 
frequency cutoff: 2.000000  
consistency cutoff: 0.666667  
 
Assumptions: alignmentinte (present)  alignmentinst (present)  implementation (present)  definitionperp (present)  
definitionambi (present) definitionclar (present)  
                                                                                     raw             unique                
                                                                                   coverage    coverage   consistency   
                                                                                   ----------  ----------  ----------    
alignmentinte*IMPLEMENTATION*DEFINTITIONAMBI   0.250000    0.178571    0.777778  
e16hgr_s, e17hgr_us, e20hgr_us, e30lwr_s, e35HGT_s, e39lwr_us, e59HGT_s, e63HGT_us, e71hgr_us  
 
alignmentinst*DEFINITIONPER*DEFINITIONAMBI*DEFINTIONCLAR 0.214286    0.142857    1.000000  
e1hgr_s, e10hgr_s, e16hgr_s, e35HGT_s, e48hgr_s, e62hgr_s  
 
ALIGNMENTINTE*implementation*DEFINITIONPERP*DEFINITIONAMBI*DEFINITIONCLAR       
         0.142857    0.142857    1.000000  
e33hgr_s, e34HGT_us, e64hgr_s, e72hgr_us 
 
solution coverage: 0.535714   
solution consistency: 0.882353 
Table 41: Intermediate solution (theoretically based), dimension foundation, outcome: high performance, 
consistency cutoff: 0.667, N=51  
--- INTERMEDIATE SOLUTION (EMPIRICALLY BASED) ---  
 
frequency cutoff: 2.000000  
consistency cutoff: 0.666667  
 
Assumptions: alignmentinte (present) ~alignmentinst (absent) ~implementation (absent) definitionperp (present) 
definitionambi (present) definitionclar (present)  
                                                                                           raw             unique                
                                                                                        coverage    coverage   consistency   
                                                                                       ----------  ----------  ----------    
alignmentinte*alignmentinst*IMPLEMENTATION*DEFINTIONAMBI      0.178571    0.071429    1.000000  
e16hgr_s, e17hgr_us, e35HGT_s, e59HGT_s, e71hgr_us 
 
alignmentinte*IMPLEMENTATION*DEFINITIONAMBI*DEFINITIONCLAR     0.178571    0.071429    0.833333 
e16hgr_s, e17hgr_us, e20hgr_us, e35HGT_s, e39lwr_us, e63HGT_us  
  
 
alignmentinst*DEFINITIONPERP*DEFINITIONAMBI*DEFINITIONCLAR       0.214286    0.142857    1.000000  
e1hgr_s, e10hgr_s, e16hgr_s, e35HGT_s, e48hgr_s, e62hgr_s 
 
ALIGNMENTINTE*implementation* DEFINITIONPERP*DEFINITIONAMBI*DEFINITIONCLAR      
     0.142857    0.142857    1.000000  
e33hgr_s, e34HGT_us, e64hgr_s, e72hgr_us  
 
solution coverage: 0.535714  
solution consistency: 0.937500  
Table 42: Intermediate solution (empirically based), dimension foundation, outcome: high performance, 
consistency cutoff: 0.667, N=51 
In order to get a more detailed view on the combination of communication activities 
(alignmentinst, alignmentinte) in relation to performance, a simple truth table analysis of both 
conditions (combinatory possibilities=4 paths; table 43) is created. It shows that especially the 
absence of both conditions (alignmentinst*alignmentinte) is typical for many high-performing, stable 
enterprises. Row 2 and 4 of the truth table show that – if only one of the alignment activities 
is present and the other absent – then primarily low-performers and unstable enterprises are 
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present. A look at the cases when both conditions are present (ALIGNMENTINST*ALIGNMENTINTE) 
shows mixed findings for outcomes, performance and strategic stability.   
 
--- TRUTH TABLE ANALYSIS ---  
 
v1:  alignmentinst   v2:  alignmentinte 
 
v1 v2 O id       consistency 
0 0 C     
(alignmentinst*alignmentinte)       0.700 
 e1hgr_s,e2hgr_us,e6lwr_us,e7hgr_s,e8lwr_s,e10hgr_s,e12LWT_s,e16hgr_s,e17hgr_us,e29LWT_us,e32lwr_u
s,e35HGT_s,e38hgr_us,e48hgr_s,e51lwr_us,e53hgr_s,e59HGT_s,e62hgr_s,e71hgr_us,e76hgr_s 
1 0 C     




1 1 C 
(ALIGNMENTINST*ALIGNMENTINTE)      0.615 
 e9lwr_us,e22hgr_s,e23hgr_us,e27HGT_s,e28lwr_us,e31HGT_s,e33hgr_s,e34HGT_us,e40lwr_s,e41lwr_us,e5
0lwr_us,e64hgr_s,e72hgr_us     
0 1 C 
(alignmentinst*ALIGNMENTINTE)       0.333 
e43lwr_us,e57hgr_us,e68lwr_s 
Table 43: Truth table of conditions alignmentinst, alignmentinte, dimension foundation, outcome: performance, 
consistency values for: high performance, N=51 
This simple truth table analysis of both alignment conditions highlights an interesting fact 
regarding the combination of alignment activities in the dimension revision (especially the 
depth of modification: modificationdept). A closer look at the cases shows that enterprises 
without both alignment activities (alignmentinst*alignmentinte) and enterprises with both alignment 
activities (ALIGNMENTINST*ALIGNMENTINTE) do include other levels of the enterprises into the 
revision of the strategy more intensively while enterprise with only one present alignment 
activity (ALIGNMENTINST or ALIGNMENTINTE) do not (see also analysis of the dimension revision). 
In other words, a deliberate choice on either non-intensive, informal communication or 
intensive, institutionalized communication is stronger related to far-reaching knowledge-
sharing. If enterprises have a mixed level of communication intensity and institutionalization, 
this seems to influence the way how they allow for knowledge-sharing at other levels of the 
enterprise. In this regard high-performing enterprises seem to combine a more informal, 
targeted communication approach with a broader inclusion of other enterprise levels as well 
as external stakeholders.  
The most ambiguous condition in the analysis of sufficient conditions for the outcome 
performance remains the level of strict vs. flexible planning techniques (implementation). 
Therefore a closer look at the analysis of the outcome low performance (performance) may 
release additional knowledge about this aspect.  
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A review of the analysis of necessary condition of the outcome performance (table 37) shows 
that no condition fully classifies as a necessary condition for this outcome (lower consistency 
values). Therefore, the analysis of sufficient conditions for the OUTCOME LOW 
PERFORMANCE (performance) is conducted with seven conditions, including the future 
orientation of objectives (definitionfutu). The number of logically possible combinations of 
conditions is 128.  
The analysis of sufficient conditions includes seven conditions, so that a new truth table (table 
44) needs to be compiled that shows consistency scores for the outcome low performance 
(performance). The truth table reveals many individual paths, displaying 29 empirically 
observed paths out of 128 possible configurations. However, the analysis of high performance 
(PERFORMANCE) with six conditions produced a similar number (26) of empirically observed 
paths. Hence, the inclusion of the seventh condition (definitionfutu) does not individualize the 
overall solution as a whole. Note that the theoretically imperfect path (absence of all 
conditions) is not empirically present. However, paths with the absence of many conditions 
are often related to low-performing and unstable enterprises. 
 
--- TRUTH TABLE --- 
  




v1 v2 v3 v4 v5 v6 v7 O id   consistency 




1 1 0 1 0 0 0 C    0.667 
(DEFINITIONCLAR*DEFINITIONAMBI*definitionperp*DEFINITIONFUTU*implementation*alignmentinst*alignmentinte) 
e2hgr_us,e6lwr_us,e12LWT_s 
0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 e4HGT_s  0.000 
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 C    0.500 
(definitionclar*definitionambi*DEFINITIONPERP*definitionfutu*implementation*alignmentinst*alignmentinte) 
e7hgr_s,e8lwr_s 




1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 e13lwr_s   1.000 
1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1    0.000 
(DEFINITIONCLAR*DEFINITIONAMBI*DEFINITIONPERP*DEFINITIONFUTU*IMPLEMENTATION*alignmentinst*ALIG
NMENTINTE) 
e16hgr_s,e35HGT_s         
1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 e17hgr_us  0.000  
0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0    1.000 
(definitionclar*DEFINITIONAMBI*definitionperp*definitionfutu*implementation*alignmentinst*ALIGNMENTINTE) 
e18lwr_us,e42lwr_us,e49lwr_us 





Chapter 4: A Comparative Configurational Analysis of Different Performance Groups                                      169 
 




0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 e22hgr_s  0.000 
1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 e24hgr_us  0.000 
1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 e29LWT_us  1.000 
0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 e30lwr_s   1.000 




(theoretical perfect path) 
1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 e32lwr_us  1.000 




0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 e38hgr_us  0.000  
1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0    1.000 
(DEFINITIONCLAR*definitionambi*definitionperp*definitionfutu*implementation*alignmentinst*alignmentinte) 
e43lwr_us,e68lwr_s 
0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 e50lwr_us  1.000 
0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 e51lwr_us  1.000  
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 e53hgr_s  0.000 
0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 e57hgr_us  0.000 
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1    0.000 
(definitionclar*DEFINITIONAMBI*definitionperp*DEFINITIONFUTU*IMPLEMENTATION*alignmentinst*alignmentinte) 
e59HGT_s,e71hgr_us 
1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 e62hgr_s  0.000 
1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 e66LWT_us  1.000 
1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 e69HGT_us  0.000 
0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 e76hgr_s  0.000 
Table 44: Truth table, dimension foundation, outcome: performance, consistency values for: low performance, 
N=51 
For the analysis of sufficient conditions I decide for a consistency cutoff 0.677 and frequency 
cutoff 2, in order to include as many cases as possible in the complex solution. The complex 
solution (table 45) reveals that many cases with the outcome low performance (performance) 
have either short-term objectives (definitionperp) or not future-oriented objectives (definitionfutu) in 
place. Although the complex solution shows that ambitiousness (definitionambi) and clarity 
(definitionclar) of objectives may also be present in solution paths leading to the outcome low 
performance (performance), they are more often absent. This is combined with strict planning 
activities (implementation) in all three paths of the solution. Given the high solution consistency 
of 0.909 and solution coverage of 0.434, the complex solution points to a strict, rather past-
oriented approach regarding the objective-setting of low-performing enterprises 
(definitionperp*definitionfutu*implementation). Regarding the other conditions, there are mixed findings 
about alignment conditions, the clarity and ambitiousness of objectives. However, it has been 
found in the separate truth table for alignment conditions (table 43) that low-performers have 
rather one alignment condition present, while the other is absent. Especially institutionalized 
communication activities that are not intensive (ALIGNMENTINST*alignmentinte) are referred to low 
performance.  
Chapter 4: A Comparative Configurational Analysis of Different Performance Groups                                      170 
 
 
--- COMPLEX SOLUTION ---  
 
frequency cutoff: 2.000000  
consistency cutoff: 0.666667  
 
                                                                                                                       raw             unique                
                                                                                                                  coverage    coverage   consistency   
                                                                                                                 ----------  ----------  ----------    
DEFINITIONCLAR*DEFINITIONAMBI*definitionperp*DEFINITIONFUTU*implementation*alignmentinte                     
        0.217391    0.217391    0.833333  
e2hgr_us, e6lwr_us, e12LWT_s, e21lwr_s, e37LWT_us, e52lwr_us 
 
definitionclar*DEFINITIONAMBI*definitionperp*definitionfutu*implementation*ALIGNMENTINST*alignmentinte      
        0.130435    0.130435    1.000000  
e18lwr_us,  e42lwr_us, e49lwr_us 
 
DEFINITIONCLAR*definitionambi*definitionperp*definitionfutu*implementation*alignmentinst*ALIGNMENTINTE 
        0.086957    0.086957    1.000000  
e43lwr_us, e68lwr_s  
 
solution coverage: 0.434783  
solution consistency: 0.909091  
Table 45: Complex solution, dimension foundation, outcome: low performance, consistency cutoff 0.667, N=51 
The parsimonious solution (table 46) underlines the aforementioned configurational structures 
for the outcome low performance (performance). The first path covers almost half of all cases 
with seven out of ten cases being low-performers (raw coverage 0.478; consistency 0.685). It 
confirms that in many low-performing enterprises short-term objectives combine with strict 
planning and weak communication activities (definitionperp*implementation*alignmentinte). Although 
objectives are clearly defined in the second path of the parsimonious solution, the missing 
long-term orientation combined with informal communication techniques does in most 
instances relate to low performance (DEFINITIONCLAR*definitionperp*alignmentinst). 
--- PARSIMONIOUS SOLUTION ---  
 
frequency cutoff: 2.000000  
consistency cutoff: 0.666667  
 
                                                         raw             unique                
                                                         coverage    coverage   consistency   
                                                        ----------  ----------  ----------    
definitionperp*implementation*alignmentinte         0.478261    0.304348    0.687500  
e2hgr_us, e4HGT_s, e6lwr_us, e12LWT_s, e18lwr_us, e21lwr_s, e24hgr_us, e29LWT_us, e32lwr_us, e37LWT_us,  
e42lwr_us, e49lwr_us, e52lwr_us,  e53hgr_s, e66LWT_us, e76hgr_s 
 
DEFINITIONCLAR*definitionperp*alignmentinst         0.260870    0.086957    0.750000  
e2hgr_us, e6lwr_us, e12LWT_s, e17hgr_us, e29LWT_us, e32lwr_us, e43lwr_us, e68lwr_s  
 
solution coverage: 0.565217 
solution consistency: 0.684211 
Table 46: Parsimonious solution, dimension foundation, outcome: low performance, consistency cutoff 0.667, 
N=51 
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While the intermediate-theoretical solution (intermediate solution based on the theoretical 
assumption that all conditions are absent in case of low performance) results in a mixture of 
paths known from the complex and the parsimonious solution, the intermediate-empirical 
solution (table 47) provides additional knowledge for the interpretation of the dimension 
foundation. The combination of short-term objectives with a low level of communication 
activities (definitionperp*alignmentinte) is highly related to low performance regardless other 
conditions involved. In addition the cases within this solution are often unstable.   
 
--- INTERMEDIATE SOLUTION  (EMPIRICALLY OBSERVED) ---  
 
frequency cutoff: 2.000000  
consistency cutoff: 0.666667  
 
Assumptions: ~alignmentinte (present) alignmentinst (present) ~definitionfutu (absent) ~definitionperp (absent) 
~definitionambi (absent) definitionclar (present)  
                                                                                                                     raw             unique                
                                                                                                                 coverage    coverage   consistency   
                                                                                                                 ----------  ----------  ----------    
alignmentinte*implementation*definitionperp*DEFINITIONCLAR              0.347826    0.304348    0.800000 
e2hgr_us, e6lwr_us, e12LWT_s, e21lwr_s, e24hgr_us, e29LWT_us, e32lwr_us, e37LWT_us, e52lwr_us, e66LWT_us  
 
alignmentinte*ALIGNMENTINST*implementation*definitionfutu*definitionperp           0.173913    0.130435    1.000000  
e18lwr_us, e42lwr_us, e49lwr_us, e66LWT_us  
 
alignmentinst*implementation*definitionfutu*definitionperp*definitionambi*DEFINITIONCLAR   
                    0.086957    0.086957    1.000000  
e43lwr_us,  e68lwr_s 
 
solution coverage: 0.565217  
solution consistency: 0.866667 
Table 47: Intermediate solution (empirically based), dimension foundation, outcome: low performance, 
consistency cutoff 0.667, N=51 
In sum, the analysis of the dimension foundation for the outcome performance reveals many 
configurational differences. Above all, it can be shown that proposition 2a (definition) can 
be supported for the outcome performance. High-performers differ in terms of future-
orientation and the durability of objectives as well as ambitiousness, and clarity of objectives. 
Low-performers do define their objectives for a shorter time-frame and do not include future-
oriented objectives. Although clarity and ambitiousness may be present in low-performing 
enterprises, there is the overall tendency that some conditions are always missing in paths 
related to low performance. In contrast, ambitiousness and clarity are more often present in 
paths related to high performance. This could be shown in all solutions and is a strong support 
for P2a regarding the outcome performance.  
The proposition 2b (planning) remains controversial for the outcome performance. On the 
one hand, high-performers show a strong degree of flexible implementation in some particular 
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paths (e.g. parsimonious solution of outcome PERFORMANCE), and low performers are more 
often found to apply a strict regime of planning (e.g. complex solution of the outcome 
performance). On the other hand, implementation as a condition is often minimized or appears 
either absent or present in various configurations. Because there is an overall tendency for 
strict planning approaches in high and low-performing enterprises, P2b cannot be supported 
for the outcome performance. However, as could be shown in the parsimonious solution for 
the outcome PERFORMANCE, a deeper look at case knowledge reveals that three highest 
performers apply a particular mix of flexible planning with top-down leadership and stricter 
inclusion of employees. This fact must be kept in mind when testing the dimension revision.  
Finally, proposition 2c (alignment/communication) can be supported. Results uncover a 
major difference between high and low-performers. Although it has been found that both 
communication activities (the institutionalization and intensity of communication) are either 
present or absent in high-performing enterprises, several solutions show that high-performers 
rely on more informal communication activities (like personal talks with executives or unit 
heads) in combination with other elements of the dimension foundation. In contrast it could 
be shown that low-performers rely more on institutionalized activities which often go hand in 
hand with less intense communication. This is actually counter-intuitive from what has been 
predicted in the proposition and adds new knowledge to the mechanism of strategic 
ambidexterity regarding institutionalization and focus of communication activities. Given the 
clear difference between high and low performers here, P3c can be supported for the outcome 
performance. High-performers are more target-oriented and informal in their communication, 
also in combination with clear, ambitious and future-oriented objectives.  
4.4.3.3 QCA for the outcome strategic stability 
As a next step, a QCA for the outcome strategic stability is conducted. The analysis of 
necessary conditions (table 48) does not show such strong differences between stable and 
unstable enterprises as have been found for high and low-performing enterprises. There are no 
conditions classifying as a necessary conditions in both configurations of the outcome. The 
greatest differences in the analysis of necessary conditions can be found in the durability of 
objectives (DEFINITIONPERP, consistency ust: 0.214; st: 0.565), the institutionalization of 
alignment activities (ALIGNMENTINST, ust: 0.642; st: 0.434), or the clarity of business objectives 
(DEFINITIONCLAR, ust: 0.714; st: 0.652).  
Chapter 4: A Comparative Configurational Analysis of Different Performance Groups                                      173 
 
Remember that the outcome of strategic stability was operationalized using two questions 
about the changes of quantitative and qualitative objectives as well as one question 
concerning the self-assessments of strategic stability. In 15 out of 74 cases the three questions 
lead to a neutral result. Because Q11 was used as a control question for the operationalization 
of strategic stability (based on the duration of objectives, applied to 3 higher, 4 medium, and 8 
low-performing enterprises, see chapter 4.3.2), and serves as the basis for operationalizing the 
durability of objectives (definitionperp) it must be seen with caution. However, as the analysis 
of necessary conditions reveals, it is not found to be a necessary condition (consistency: 0562) 
for STABILITY. The duration of objectives seems to be different to the changes of objectives in 
the enterprise. While the change of objectives assesses the actual changes during last ten 
years, the duration of objectives (Q11) seems to be differently perceived in enterprises.  
Therefore, in order to elaborate on this condition in relation to the other conditions of the 
dimension foundation it is kept in the model for minimization.  
--- ANALYSIS OF NECESSARY CONDITIONS --- 
Conditions tested:   stability    STABILITY 
                        Consistency        Coverage   Consistency        Coverage  
DEFINITIONCLAR  0.714286             0.571429   0.652174             0.428571     
definitionclar         0.285714             0.500000   0.347826             0.500000  
DEFINITIONAMBI  0.821429             0.560976   0.782609             0.439024  
definitionambi         0.178571             0.500000   0.217391             0.500000  
DEFINITIONPERP         0.214286             0.315789   0.565217             0.684211  
definitionperp         0.785714             0.687500   0.434783             0.312500  
DEFINITIONFUTU  0.714286             0.555556   0.695652             0.444444  
definitionfutu         0.285714             0.533333   0.304348             0.466667  
IMPLEMENTATION 0.250000             0.583333   0.217391             0.416667  
implementation        0.750000             0.538462   0.782609             0.461538  
ALIGNMENTINST  0.642857             0.642857   0.434783             0.357143  
alignmentinst          0.357143             0.434783   0.565217             0.565217  
ALIGNMENTINTE          0.321429             0.562500   0.304348             0.437500  
alignmentinte          0.678571             0.542857   0.695652             0.457143 
Table 48: Necessary conditions, dimension foundation, outcome: stability, N=51 
Because there are no necessary conditions, the truth table analysis is performed for all seven 
conditions for the OUTCOME STRATEGIC STABILITY (STABILITY). The number of 
individual paths in the truth table (table 49) is relatively high. 29 out of 128 logically possible 
combinations are empirically covered. It appears that in stable enterprises (e.g. paths with 
high consistency towards STABILITY) conditions related to proposition 2a (definition) are 
often present, while conditions related to proposition 2b (planning) and 2c 
(alignment/communication) are more often absent than present. The results show some 
similarities with the analysis of high and low-performing enterprises. Stable enterprises seem 
to be similar to higher, as much as unstable are similar to low-performing enterprises.  
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--- TRUTH TABLE --- 
  
v1: definitionclar v2: definitionambi  v3: definitionperp    v4: definitionfutu    v5: implementation     v6: alignmentinst           
v7: alignmentinte 
 
v1 v2 v3 v4 v5 v6 v7 O id   consistency 




1 1 0 1 0 0 0 C    0,333 
(DEFINITIONCLAR*DEFINITIONAMBI*definitionperp*DEFINITIONFUTU*implementation*alignmentinst*alignmentinte) 
 e2hgr_us,e6lwr_us,e12LWT_s 
0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 e4HGT_s  1.000 
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1    1.000 
(definitionclar*definitionambi*DEFINITIONPERP*definitionfutu*implementation*alignmentinst*alignmentinte) 
e7hgr_s,e8lwr_s 
1 1 0 1 0 1 1 C    0.400 
(DEFINITIONCLAR*DEFINITIONAMBI*definitionperp*DEFINITIONFUTU*implementation*ALIGNMENTINST*ALUGNME
NTINTE) 
e9lwr_us,e23hgr_us,e27HGT_s,e28lwr_us,e40lwr_s       
1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 e13lwr_s   1.000 




1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 e17hgr_us  1.000  




1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0    0.000  
(DEFINITIONCLAR*DEFINITIONAMBI*definitionperp*DEFINITIONFUTU*IMPLEMENTATION*ALIGNMENTINST*aligm
entinte) 
e20hgr_us,e39lwr_us,e63HGT_us       1.000 




0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 e22hgr_s  1.000 
1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 e24hgr_us  0.000 
1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 e29LWT_us  0.000 
0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 e30lwr_s   1.000 




1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 e32lwr_us 
1 1 1 1 0 1 1 C    0,500 
(DEFINITIONCLAR*DEFINITIONAMBI*DEFINITIONPERP*DEFINITIONFUTU*implementation*ALIGNMENTINST*ALIG
NMENTINTE)            
e33hgr_s,e34HGT_us,e64hgr_s,e72hgr_us 
0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 e38hgr_us  0.000 
1 0 0 0 0 0 1 C    0,500 
(DEFINITIONCLAR*definitionambi*definitionperp*definitionfutu*implementation*alignmentinst*ALIGNMENTINTE) 
e43lwr_us, e68lwr_s  
0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 e50lwr_us  0.000  
0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 e51lwr_us  0.000 
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 e53hgr_s  1.000 
0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 e57hgr_us  0.000 
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 C    0,500 
(definitionclar*DEFINITIONAMBI*definitionperp*DEFINITIONFUTU*IMPLEMENTATION*alignmentinst*alignmentinte) 
e59HGT_s, e71hgr_us 
1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 e62hgr_s  1.000 
1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 e66LWT_us  0.000  
1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 e69HGT_us  0.000 
0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 e76hgr_s  1.000 
 
Table 49: Truth table, dimension foundation, outcome: stability, consistency values for stability, N=51 
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Because of the high number of inconsistent paths in the truth table, the consistency cutoff is 
set to 1.000 and the frequency cutoff to 2. The complex solution (table 50) underlines that in 
stable enterprises conditions which are related to the definition of objectives are often present 
(DEFINITIONCLAR*DEFINITIONAMBI*DEFINITIONPERP*DEFINITIONFUTU) while conditions related to 
alignment are absent (alignmentinst*alignmentinte).  
--- COMPLEX SOLUTION ---  
frequency cutoff: 2.000000  
consistency cutoff: 1.000000  
                                                                                                                  raw             unique                
                                                                                                                   coverage    coverage   consistency   
                                                                                                                  ----------  ----------  ----------    
DEFINITIONCLAR*DEFINITIONAMBI*DEFINITIONPERP*DEFINITIONFUTU*alignmentinst*alignmentinte                      
e1hgr_s, e10hgr_s, e16hgr_s, e35HGT_s, e48hgr_s   0.217391    0.217391    1.000000 
 
definitionclar*definitionambi*DEFINITIONPERP*definitionfutu*implementation*alignmentinst*alignmentinte           
e7hgr_s,  e8lwr_s        0.086957    0.086957    1.000000  
 
solution coverage: 0.304348  
solution consistency: 1.000000 
Table 50: Complex solution, dimension foundation, outcome: stability, consistency cutoff=1.000, N=51 
The parsimonious solution (table 51) results in a single path that combines long-term 
objectives and informal communication techniques (DEFINITIONPERP*alignmentinst). This path 
covers more than one third of all cases and has a higher consistency towards the outcome 
strategic stability (STABILITY). A closer look at the cases of this path reveals the interceptions 
between high and stable enterprises: nine out of ten cases are high-performing. Clearly, long-
term objectives and informal communication are seen as a peculiarity for high and stable 
performing enterprises.   
--- PARSIMONIOUS SOLUTION ---  
frequency cutoff: 2.000000  
consistency cutoff: 1.000000  
                                           raw             unique                
                                         coverage    coverage    consistency   
                                        ----------  ----------  ----------    
DEFINITIONPERP*alignmentinst         0.347826    0.347826    0.800000  
e1hgr_s, e7hgr_s, e8lwr_s, e10hgr_s, e16hgr_s, e35HGT_s, e38hgr_us, e48hgr_s, e57hgr_us, e62hgr_s 
solution coverage: 0.347826  
solution consistency: 0.800000 
Table 51: Parsimonious solution, dimension foundation, outcome: stability, consistency cutoff=1.000; N=51 
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However, the intermediate-empirical solution (intermediate solution based on empirical 
findings, table 52) shows that long-term objectives (DEFINITONPERP) as a standalone condition 
are no guarantee for a stable outcome (consistency 0.500). Yet, this path covers only a handful 
of enterprises (raw coverage: 0.087), so that the overall sufficient role of long-term objectives 
within the dimension foundation is still supported. In addition, the intermediate-empirical 
solution shows that informal communication activities (alignmentinst) apply in case of stable 
enterprises. Note that the intermediate-theoretical solution led to the same results as the 
parsimonious solution, which is a sign for the validity of the theoretical argumentation. High-
performing and stable enterprises show similar patterns of configuration in the dimension 
foundation.  
  --- INTERMEDIATE SOLUTION (EMPIRICALLY BASED) ---  
frequency cutoff: 2.000000  
consistency cutoff: 1.000000  
Assumptions: alignmentinte (present) alignmentinst (present) definitionfutu (present) definitionperp (present) 
definitionambi (present) ~definitionclar (absent)  
                                                                         raw              unique                
                                                                       coverage    coverage   consistency   
                                                                      ----------  ----------  ----------    
alignmentinst*implementation*DEFINITIONPERP*definitionclar       0.086957    0.086957    0.500000 
e7hgr_s,  e8lwr_s, e38hgr_us, e57hgr_us  
alignmentinst*DEFINITIONFUTU*DEFINITIONPERP*DEFINITIONAMBI 0.217391    0.217391    0.714286  
e1hgr_s,  e10hgr_s, e16hgr_s, e35HGT_s,  e38hgr_us, e48hgr_s, e57hgr_us 
solution coverage: 0.304348  
solution consistency: 0.777778  
Table 52: Intermediate solution (empirically-based), dimension foundation, outcome: stability, consistency 
cutoff=1.000; N=51 
The complex solution for the OUTCOME STRATEGIC INSTABILITY (stability, choice for 
consistency cutoff 1.000 and frequency cutoff 2 because of high number of individualized 
paths) reveals that instable enterprises tend to lack long-term objectives (definitionperp, table 53). 
Yet, and this is interesting for the performance/stability relationship, the absence of many 
conditions of definition (definitionclar*DEFINITIONAMBI*definitionperp*definitionfutu) is related to 
instability. The first path covers only low-performing, unstable enterprises.  In contrast, the 
second path includes two unstable high-performers (e20hgr_us and e63HGT_us) which have all 
but one condition of definition present, except definitionperp 
(DEFINITIONCLAR*DEFINITIONAMBI*definitionperp*DEFINITIONFUTU). Hence, it can be interpreted that 
ambitious objectives (DEFINITIONAMBI) can have a negative effect when all other aspects of 
definition are absent (path 1).  However, this must be seen with caution because the solution is 
empirically covered by six enterprises only (solution coverage: 0.214).  
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--- COMPLEX SOLUTION ---  
 
frequency cutoff: 2.000000  
consistency cutoff: 1.000000  
                                                                                                                    raw       unique                
                                                                                                                  coverage    coverage   consistency   
                                                                                                                 ----------  ----------  ----------    
definitionclar*DEFINITIONAMBI*definitionperp*definitionfutu*implementation*ALIGNMENTINST*alignmentinte      
        0.107143    0.107143    1.000000  
e18lwr_us,  e42lwr_us, e49lwr_us 
DEFINITIONCLAR*DEFINITIONAMBI*definitionperp*DEFINITIONFUTU*IMPLEMENTATION*ALIGNMENTINST*alignmentinte        
        0.107143    0.107143    1.000000  
e20hgr_us, e39lwr_us, e63HGT_us  
solution coverage: 0.214286  
solution consistency: 1.000000  
Table 53: Complex solution, dimension foundation, outcome: instability, consistency cutoff: 1.000, N=51 
The parsimonious solution (table 54) supports the findings made in the analysis with the 
outcome strategic stability (STABILITY). Clearly, unstable enterprises have a tendency to 
combine short-term objectives, a past-orientation regarding objectives as well as weak 
communication activities (definitionperp*definitionfutu*alignmentinte). The first path shows that all 
cases are low-performing enterprises. Thus, a similar configuration of unstable and low-
performing enterprises is uncovered.     
--- PARSIMONIOUS SOLUTION ---  
 
frequency cutoff: 2.000000  
consistency cutoff: 1.000000  
                                                         raw              unique                
                                                         coverage    coverage   consistency   
                                                        ----------  ----------  ----------    
definitionperp*definitionfutu*alignmentinte         0.214286    0.214286    0.857143  
e18lwr_us,  e29LWT_us, e42lwr_us, e49lwr_us,  e51lwr_us, e53hgr_s, e66LWT_us 
definitionperp*IMPLEMENTATION*ALIGNMENTINST   0.107143    0.107143    1.000000  
e20hgr_us,  e39lwr_us, e63HGT_us  
solution coverage: 0.321429  
solution consistency: 0.900000 
Table 54: Parsimonious solution, dimension foundation, outcome: instability, consistency cutoff=1.000, N=51 
The intermediate-empirical solution in the analysis of the outcome instability (stability) is the 
same as in the complex solution, and is therefore not published. However, to this point it is 
not obvious how stable or unstable enterprises behave in terms of planning (condition 
implementation). It remains the most ambiguous condition within the dimension foundation. 
Therefore, the additional analysis including medium-performers is conducted. 
The analysis of necessary conditions including the CONTROL GROUP OF MEDIUM-
PERFORMERS (N=74, table 55) shows some different settings of conditions compared to 
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the analysis with 51 cases. Above all, stable enterprises are now slightly different regarding 
the setting of unclear objectives (definitionclar, consistency ust: 0.264; st: 0.375), the durability 
of objectives (DEFINITIONPERP, consistency ust: 0.324; st: 0.600),  the intensity of alignment 
activities (alignmentinte, consistency ust: 0.618; st: 0.475) as well as strict planning techniques 
(implementation, consistency ust: 0.732; st: 0.800)  
 
--- ANALYSIS OF NECESSARY CONDITIONS --- 
 
Outcome   stability    STABILITY 
 
Conditions tested:                  Consistency       Coverage  Consistency        Coverage  
DEFINITIONCLAR  0.735294             0.500000   0.625000             0.500000  
definitionclar         0.264706             0.375000   0.375000             0.625000  
DEFINITIONAMBI        0.764706             0.456140  0.775000             0.543860  
definitionambi        0.235294             0.470588  0.225000             0.529412  
DEFINITIONPERP 0.323529             0.314286  0.600000             0.685714  
definitionperp         0.676471             0.589744  0.400000             0.410256  
DEFINITIONFUTU  0.705882             0.461538  0.700000             0.538462  
definitionfutu         0.294118             0.454545  0.300000             0.545455  
IMPLEMENTATION 0.264706             0.529412  0.200000             0.470588  
implementation        0.735294             0.438596  0.800000             0.561404  
ALIGNMENTINST  0.588235             0.487805  0.525000             0.512195  
alignmentinst          0.411765             0.424242  0.475000             0.575758  
ALIGNMENTINTE  0.382353             0.406250  0.475000             0.593750  
alignmentinte  0.617647             0.500000  0.525000             0.500000 
Table 55:Necessary conditions, dimension foundation, outcome: stability, N=74 
Because there are no necessary conditions, all seven conditions are taken into account for the 
analysis of sufficient conditions for the outcome of strategic stability (STABILITY). The overall 
number of empirically observed paths in the truth table (table 56) is 44 out of 128.The 
consistency threshold is set to 0.714 while the frequency cutoff amounts to 2.   
 
… TRUTH TABLE ---  
  
v1:  definitionclar   v2:   definitionambi     v3: definitionperp      v4:definitionfutu     v5:  implementation                            
v6:  alignmentinst     v7:  alignmentinte 
 
v1 v2 v3 v4 v5 v6 v7 O id   consistency 




1 1 0 1 0 0 0 C    0,400 
(DEFINITIONCLAR*DEFINITIONAMBI*definitionperp*DEFINITIONFUTU*implementation*alignmentinst*alignmentinte) 
e2hgr_us,e5med_us,e12LWT_s,e25med_us,e67med_s 
0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 e4HGT_s  1.000  
1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 e6lwr_us   0.000 
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1    1,000 
(definitionclar*definitionambi*DEFINITIONPERP*definitionfutu*implementation*alignmentinst*alignmentinte) 
e7hgr_s,e8lwr_s 
1 1 0 1 0 1 1 C    0,400 
(DEFINITIONCLAR*DEFINITIONAMBI*definitionperp*DEFINITIONFUTU*implementation*ALIGNMENTINST*ALIGNME
NTINTE) 
 e9lwr_us,e23hgr_us,e27HGT_s,e28lwr_us,e40lwr_s  
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1 1 1 1 0 1 1 C    0,710 
(DEFINITIONCLAR*DEFINITIONAMBI*DEFINITIONPERP*DEFINITIONFUTU*implementation*ALIGNMENTINST*ALIG
NMENTINTE)            
 e11med_s,e14med_s,e33hgr_s,e34HGT_us,e54med_s,e64hgr_s,e72hgr_us 
1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 e13lwr_s   1.000 
1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 e15med_s  1.000 




1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 e17hgr_us  0.000  
0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0    0,000 
(definitionclar*DEFINITIONAMBI*definitionperp*definitionfutu*IMPLEMENTATION*alignmentinst*alignmentinte) 
e18lwr_us,e49lwr_us 
0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 e19med_s 




1 1 0 1 0 1 0 C    0,333 
e21lwr_s,e37LWT_us,e52lwr_us 
0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 e22hgr_s  1.000 
1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 e24hgr_us 




1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 e29LWT_us  0.000  
0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 e30lwr_s 




1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 e32lwr_us  0.000  




0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 e38hgr_us  0.000  
0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 e42lwr_us  0.000  
1 0 0 0 0 0 1 C    0,500 
(DEFINITIONCLAR*definitionambi*definitionperp*definitionfutu*implementation*alignmentinst*ALIGNMENTINTE) 
e43lwr_us,e68lwr_s 
1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 e44med_us  0.000  
0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 e45med_s  1.000  




0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 e50lwr_us  0.000  
0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 e51lwr_us  0.000 
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 e53hgr_s  1.000 
0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 e55med_s  1.000  
0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 e56med_s  1.000 
0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 e57hgr_us  0.000 
1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 e58med_s  1.000 
0 1 0 1 1 0 0 C    0,500 
(definitionclar*DEFINITIONAMBU*definitionperp*DEFINITIONFUTU*IMPLEMENTATION*alignmentinst*alignmentinte) 
e59HGT_s,e71hgr_us 
1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 e62hgr_s  1.000 
1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 e65med_s  1.000 
1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 e66LWT_us  0.000 
0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 e73med_us  0.000 
1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 e74med_us  0.000 
0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 e75med_s  1.000  
0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 e76hgr_s  1.000 
 
Table 56: Truth table, dimension foundation, outcome: stability, consistency values for stability, N=74 
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As for the analysis including medium-performing enterprises (N=74), the theoretically based 
intermediate solutions for the two outcomes STABILITY (table 57) and stability (table 58) do not 
produce clear findings regarding the role of planning (condition implementation). In both 
outcomes of strategic stability enterprises have either strict planning activities in place, or the 
condition is minimized. Hence, flexible planning activities (IMPLEMENTATION) are not a 
sufficient condition for the outcome strategic stability. On the other side, the QCA analysis 
shows no clear support for strict planning activities (implementation) as a sufficient condition 
because consistency scores regarding the paths, where strict planning activities are listed, are 
mixed for both configurations of the outcome strategic stability. Therefore, proposition 2b 
(planning) cannot be supported. Concerning the other conditions in the dimension 
foundation, both intermediate-empirical solutions support all findings made in the core 
analysis (N=51) for the outcome strategic stability.  
--- INTERMEDIATE SOLUTION  (EMPIRICALLY BASED) ---  
 
Frequency cutoff: 2.000000  
consistency cutoff: 0.714286  
 
Assumptions: alignmentinte (present) ~alignmentinst (absent) definitionperp (present) definitionambi (present) 
definitionclar (present)  
                                                                                                            raw             unique                
                                                                                                          coverage    coverage   consistency   
                                                                                                           ----------  ----------  ----------    
implementation*definitionfutu*DEFINITIONPERP*definitionambi*definitionclar     0.050000    0.050000    0.666667  
e7hgr_s,  e8lwr_s, e42lwr_us 
alignmentinte*alignmentinst*DEFINITIONFUTU*DEFINITIONPERP*DEFINTIIONAMBI                  
                                                                       0.150000    0.150000   0.857143  
e1hgr_s,  e10hgr_s, e16hgr_s, e35HGT_s,  e38hgr_us, e48hgr_s, e70med_s 
ALIGNMENTINTE*ALIGNMENTINST*definitionfutu*DEFINITIONPERP*definitionambi*definitionclar        
               0.050000    0.050000    1.000000  
e36med_s,  e46med_s 
ALIGNMNETINTE*ALIGNMENTINST*implementation*DEFINITIONFUTU*DEFINITIONPERP*DEFINITIONAMBI 
               0.150000    0.150000    0.750000  
e11med_s, e14med_s, e33hgr_s, e34HGT_us, e54med_s, e64hgr_s, e72hgr_us, e75med_s 
solution coverage: 0.400000  
solution consistency: 0.800000   
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--- INTERMEDIATE SOLUTION  (EMPIRICALLY BASED) --- 
frequency cutoff: 2.000000  
consistency cutoff: 0.666667  
Assumptions: ~alignmentinte (absent) ~alignmentinst (absent) definitionfutu (present) ~definitionperp (absent) 
~definitionambi (absent) definitionclar (present)  
                                                                                     raw             unique                
                                                                                   coverage    coverage   consistency   
                                                                                   ----------  ----------  ----------    
alignmentinte*ALIGNMENTINST*implementation*definitionperp                     0.176471    0.088235    0.750000  
e4HGT_s,  e18lwr_us, e21lwr_s, e24hgr_us,  e37LWT_us, e49lwr_us, e52lwr_us,  e66LWT_us  
alignmentinte*ALIGNMENTINST*DEFINITIONFUTU*definitionperp*DEFINITONCLAR   
0.176471    0.088235    0.857143 
e20hgr_us,  e21lwr_s, e24hgr_us, e37LWT_us,  e39lwr_us, e52lwr_us, e63HGT_us 
 
solution coverage: 0.264706  
solution consistency: 0.818182  
Table 58: Intermediate solution (empirically based), dimension foundation, outcome: instability, consistency 
cutoff=0.667, N=74 
In sum, the QCA analyses for the outcome strategic stability shows similarities regarding the 
propositions 2a (definition) and 2c (alignment/communication) with the results gained for 
performance.  In fact, the QCA revealed many similarities between stable and high-
performing enterprises and unstable and low-performing enterprises. Above all, stable 
enterprises rely – similarly to high-performing enterprises – on long-term and future oriented 
objectives and informal as well as more targeted communication activities. This goes along 
with a higher share of clear and ambitious objectives (all solutions of the analysis for the 
outcome STABILITY). In contrast, unstable enterprises have short-term and rather past-oriented 
objectives in place while they concentrate much more on institutionalized communication 
activities. This is similar to the configuration of conditions for low-performing enterprises. In 
addition, stable enterprises are more related to informal communication means than unstable 
enterprises.  
Yet, the QCA analysis for the outcome strategic stability is not clear about the proposition 
2b (planning). In most instances (stable and unstable) implementation appears to be strict 
(especially strong in the additional analysis with N=74), or the condition is minimized in most 
solutions for both configurations of the outcome strategic stability. Therefore, how this 
condition is configured in relation to other conditions of the mechanism for strategic 
ambidexterity remains unclear.  
 
 
Chapter 4: A Comparative Configurational Analysis of Different Performance Groups                                      182 
 
4.4.3.4 Summary of results for the dimension foundation 
The following summary of results for dimension foundation refer to the three propositions 
made using  descriptive statistics, and the results from the QCA analysis for both outcomes 
performance and strategic stability. Two propositions can be supported, while one needs 
further discussion.  
The descriptive statistics and QCA analyses show that proposition 2a (definition) can be 
fully supported. All aspects of the proposition play a crucial role because the presence of all 
related definition conditions can be seen as sufficient in the dimension foundation. Moreover, 
it forms a baseline for configurational distinctions between both, high and low-performing, 
and stable and unstable enterprises. As could be shown, especially long-term (DEFINITIONPERP) 
and future oriented objectives (DEFINITIONFUTU) receive a great role in high and stable 
enterprises, while the opposite is true for low-performing and unstable enterprises. In other 
words, whenever objectives are short-term-oriented, other conditions of the dimension 
foundation do no load so much into PERFORMANCE or STABILITY. At the same time, clarity and 
ambitiousness of objectives are more often met and combined in paths leading to high 
performance and stability. Taken all these facts together P2a can be clearly supported.  
 
With regard to the proposition 2b (planning) this analysis provides no support. It appears to 
be a controversial condition in the model. On the one hand, descriptive statistics show that the 
overall implementation activities of business objectives are high. Some planning appears in 
all enterprises. A closer look at high and low-performing enterprises indicates that high-
performers prefer a mix of institutional and flexible planning, which is more present-to-
future-oriented (e.g. the parsimonious solution for the outcome PERFORMANCE, especially the 
highest performers) while low-performers are more strict, and present-to-past-oriented. 
However, the number of cases that support the empirical findings is low. On the other hand, 
QCA shows that implementation is often found to be superfluous in minimized solutions. 
Taken all these facts together, P2b cannot be supported because first, flexible planning is not 
a sufficient condition for high performance or stability. Second, the differences between 
different outcome groups are very mixed. All in all flexible implementation or planning is 
low. What seems to play a bigger role in relation to implementation is the overall future-
orientation in enterprises, and not the implementation itself. However, as for the entire 
steering mechanism, and since some type of planning is evidently undertaken in enterprises, 
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implementation should not be entirely neglected. Moreover, looking at the differences in 
performance groups, results indicate that a mixture of strict planning and future orientation 
goes along with high performance. In combination with other dimensions of the mechanism 
for strategic ambidexterity, this mixture may play an important role.  
Finally, results regarding communication activities support proposition 2c 
(alignment/communication), although one aspect is counterintuitive from what has been 
predicted in the proposition. First, there are diverse communication activities in place in all 
enterprise groups. Second, there are differences between performance and stability groups. 
The biggest difference regards the level of institutionalization of communication activities. 
High-performing and stable enterprises do more often rely on informal communication than 
their lower performing and unstable peers who tend to build their communication activities on 
more formal grounds. Although this is clearly counterintuitive from what has been predicted 
in the proposition, the degree of difference between the two groups speaks in favor of P2c. 
Descriptive statistics show that it is actually an issue of who is addressed – employees, 
customers, or partners. This, in fact, influences the intensity and mode of communication 
activities. High and stable enterprises, on the one hand, seem to more often focus on informal 
communication, especially with customers. Lower and unstable enterprises, on the other hand, 
have more often institutionalized means of communication in place. Targeted, more informal 
communication with a certain key group like customers seems to make a difference for 
performance because it is highly related to high performance. In addition, lower and unstable 
enterprises often have either intense or institutionalized communication activities in place, 
while high and stable enterprises more often have both conditions either absent or present. 
This also speaks in favor of a conscious alignment approach in line with the strategic position. 
In sum, results support P2c. Altogether, descriptive statistics and the QCA analysis show a 
clear difference between high and low-performers and stable and unstable enterprises in terms 
of alignment. As will be shown in the dimension revision, the communication channel is not a 
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4.4.4 Analysis of the dimension revision 
The dimension revision reflects the necessity of enterprises to stay attentive in dynamic 
business environments and to incorporate changes in the enterprise strategy. In this regard, it 
has been argued in proposition 3a (monitoring) that a continuous and institutionalized 
monitoring and acquisition of information about the business environment enhances the 
ability of the enterprise to have all information to successfully cope with dynamic markets. 
Furthermore, whenever changes are necessary, it has been argued in proposition 3b 
(modification) that the enterprise must have a reasonable structure in place in order to 
implement necessary changes into the strategy. The information on an updated business 
model is decisive so that followers can understand the new concept. The more integrative 
modification practices are in terms of informing all enterprise levels, the better followers can 
anticipate and implement changes. Finally, it has been argued in proposition 3c 
(learning/knowledge exchange) that learning and knowledge-exchange increases the ability 
of the enterprise to deal and detect necessary changes at all enterprise levels, which in turn 
provides strategic flexibility. In order to increase attention at all levels of an enterprises, it is 
in the interest of the leadership to have learning and knowledge exchange in place because 
integrity, motivation and advertence are increased.    
4.4.4.1 Descriptive statistics 
First, it has been argued that enterprises should have continuous and institutionalized 
monitoring activities in place in order to detect changes and challenges in the business 
environment. This has been empirically assessed looking at the frequency, methods and range 
of monitoring. The results for the entire sample (N=74, figures 26-29) show that the vast 
majority of all enterprises (94.6%, multiple answers) has continuous monitoring in place, 
whereas 5.4% of all enterprise do monitor only sporadically. In addition, 16.2% rely on an 
intuitive, non-institutionalized monitoring approach. With regard to the monitoring methods, 
most enterprises use informal discussion (63.5%, multiple answers), regular workshops in the 
enterprise (48.6%) or specific market analysis (39.2%). The use of external consulting 
(10.8%) remains low. Only 8.1% of all enterprises have no monitoring method (8.1%). In 
comparison to techniques for controlling the internal strategy implementation, there is an 
equal share of all enterprises with regard to the review of milestones (64.9%, multiple 
answers) and the controlling of internal processes (63.5%). With regard to the range of market 
monitoring, more than two thirds of all enterprises (68.9%) state that they also monitor other 
markets than their core business. 
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Figure 26: Frequency/mode of monitoring (Proposition 3a), all values in percent, multiple answers, Other/None 
of all not included 
Figure 27: Methods of assessing future market trends (Proposition 3a), all values in percent, multiple answers, 
Others/ None of all not included 
Figure 28: Modes of internal monitoring (Proposition 3a), all values in percent, multiple answers 
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Figure 29: Range of monitoring (Proposition 3a), all values in percent 
Differences between performance groups are only marginal. The biggest difference between 
high and low-performing enterprises can be seen in the frequency of monitoring. Low-
performers do more regularly monitor their business environment (108.7%) than high-
performers (89.3%). This is counterintuitive to what has been formulated in P3a (monitoring). 
It seems that the amount of monitoring is not so important in relation to performance. 
However, regarding the different modes of monitoring, high-performers use more often a 
specific internal market analysis (hp: 46.6%, lp: 39.1%) as well as regular workshops than 
their low-performing peers (hp: 50.0%, lp: 43.5%). Also the use of an intuitive approach to 
monitoring is slightly higher in high-performing enterprises (14.3%) than in low-performers 
(8.3%). This is also surprising: more than 1 out of 10 high-performing enterprises do no 
monitor institutionally. Additional differences between high and low-performing enterprises 
appear in the techniques of internal control: high-performers do more often review the internal 
development using milestones (60.7%) than low-performing enterprises (56.3%). Low-
performers have a stronger tendency to control internal processes (69.6%) in comparison to 
their high-performing peers (57.1%). 
Interestingly, unstable enterprises show a higher share than stable enterprises in all 
monitoring categories. In fact, the biggest differences in proposition 3a (monitoring) appear 
between unstable and stable enterprises. Unstable enterprises monitor their market 
environment more frequently (cumulative percentages “regularly” and “continuously”: 
104.5%) than stable enterprises (90.9%). In addition, they have much more methods of 
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market monitoring in place (175.8%) than stable enterprises (140.8). The controlling of 
internal processes is more important in unstable enterprises (69.9%) than in stable enterprises 
(54.5%). Unstable enterprises do monitor other markets different to their core market to a 
higher extent (72.4%) than their stable peers (54.6%). In contrast stable enterprises have the 
highest share of intuitive monitoring approaches (22.7%). In addition, 18.2% of stable 
enterprises have no methods for monitoring at all. Looking at the results, differences between 
stability and performance groups are bigger than differences between performance groups. 
Therefore, findings for proposition 3a (monitoring) are controversial because low-
performing and unstable enterprises seem to be more engaged in monitoring than high-
performing and stable enterprises. These results are counterintuitive to what was theoretically 
expected.  Apparently, the intensity of monitoring is not much related to high performance. It 
seems that high-performing enterprises do not invest so much in monitoring. The same 
applies to stable enterprises which seem to have a particular market focus in monitoring.  
Proposition 3b (modification) argues that enterprises should have institutionalized and far 
reaching modification practices in place. Empirically this has been assessed looking at the 
frequency and of the depth of modification practices. The depth of modification is measured 
by differentiating between strict, top-down approaches and open, bottom-up approaches of 
modification (milestones vs. scenarios; instruction of unit heads; information of all 
employees. Two thirds (62.1%) of all enterprises in the overall sample (N=74, figure 30) do 
modify their strategy on a regular basis. Concerning the modes of modification (figures 31-
34), for a high share of enterprises the update of milestones (80.3% overall important), the 
instruction of unit heads (79.2%) and the analysis of scenarios (79.2%) are equally important. 
Less important is informing all employees (63.4%). The highest share of “totally important” 
can be seen in the instruction of unit heads as well as the analysis of scenarios, where almost 
half of all respondents (48.6%) say so. However, the two modes associates with rather open, 
bottom-up modification do see also the highest share of neutral statements.  
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Figure 30: Frequency of modification (Proposition 3b), all values in percent 
 
Figure 31: Depth of modification: update of milestones (Proposition 3b), all values in percent, missing values to 
100: Neutral/Don’t know 
 
Figure 32: Depth of modification: analysis of scenarios (Proposition 3b), all values in percent, missing values to 
100: Neutral/Don’t know 
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Figure 33: Depth of modification: instructing Heads of Units (Proposition 3b), all values in percent, missing 
values to 100: Neutral/Don’t know 
Figure 34: Depth of modification: informing all employees (Proposition 3b), all values in percent, missing 
values to 100: Neutral/Don’t know 
Looking at the performance groups, an almost equal share of modification frequency can be 
found in high (60.7%) and low-performing enterprises (65.2%). However, the biggest 
differences can be seen in the techniques of modification. Above all, differences appear in the 
analysis of scenarios where high-performing enterprises (78.6%) are more active than low-
performers (63.7%). In contrast low-performing enterprises are more engaged in the 
instruction of unit heads (95.4%) than high-performers (81.4%). Note that high-performers do 
less often give a neutral statement on modes of modification than low-performers. This 
indicates that they support an open, more integrated, bottom-up approach of modification.  
With regard to strategic stability, stable enterprises do less often modify their business 
objectives (54.5%) compared to unstable enterprises (69.0%). This supports the theoretical 
view that stable business objectives have an influence on the frequency of the review of a 
business strategy. As could be seen in the analysis of performance groups, most differences 
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appear in the modes of modification. For unstable enterprises (85.7%) the update of 
milestones and the analysis of scenarios (78.6%) seem to be more important than for stable 
enterprises (update of milestones: 78.6%; analysis of scenarios: 60.0%). In contrast, stable 
enterprises focus on the instruction of unit heads (95.0%) and the information of all 
employees (71.4%) when compared to unstable enterprises.  
So at the level of descriptive statistics, proposition 3b (modification) can be partly 
supported. Although differences between high and low-performing enterprises regarding the 
frequency of modification are insignificant, results indicate that high-performers apply a more 
open and integrative style of modification than their low-performing peers. In addition, stable 
enterprises find it most important to instruct and inform all enterprise levels, while unstable 
enterprises focus on the importance of analyzing potential scenarios that might affect the 
enterprise.  
Finally, it has been argued in proposition 3c (learning/knowledge exchange) that learning 
and knowledge exchange increase the attentiveness at all enterprise levels. This has been 
empirically assessed looking at different modes of knowledge exchange and the input from 
internal and external stakeholders. The entire sample (N=74, figures 35/36) first shows that 
the overall amount of knowledge exchange is high (220.2%, multiple answers). Enterprises 
prefer informal, personal modes of knowledge exchange, such as personal talks with heads of 
units (71.6%), or personal talks with executives (60.8%). Two thirds of all enterprises include 
knowledge from employees into the formulation of business objectives (67.6%), whereas the 
input from customers (71.6%) is most important for all enterprises, followed by activities 
from competitors (35.1%). 
Figure 35: Modes of knowledge exchange (Proposition 3c), all values in percentage, multiple answers, Others 
not included 
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Figure 36: Input from internal and external stakeholders into the formulation of objectives (Proposition 3c), all 
values in percent, multiple answers 
The biggest difference between high and low-performing enterprises exists with regard to the 
integration of employee knowledge into the formulation of business objectives (hp: 72.4%, lp: 
54.5%). Moreover, high-performers do more intensively include knowledge from all possible 
external sources (cumulative percentage: 121.3%) than low-performing enterprises (91.3%). 
This is an indication for more intensive monitoring activities of high-performers. Regarding 
the different knowledge exchange techniques, high and low-performing enterprises are quite 
similar. Yet, one peculiarity lies in the fact that 67.9% of all high-performing enterprises rely 
on personal talks with executives in comparison low-performing enterprises (56.5%). In fact, 
the personal exchange is very high in high-performing enterprises.  
Stable and unstable enterprises are different in terms of the inclusion of knowledge from 
internal and external sources. While stable enterprises – similar to high-performers – include 
more often employee knowledge into the formulation of business objectives (72.2%; unstable: 
58.6%), unstable enterprises do more often include external knowledge (cumulative 
percentage: 117.3%, stable enterprises: 95.4%). Yet, the importance of personal talks with the 
highest enterprise level of executives is slightly higher in stable (68.2%) than in unstable 
(58.6%) enterprises.   
All in all, this cumulates to partial support for proposition 3c (learning/knowledge 
exchange). There are obviously techniques of knowledge exchange in place in all enterprise 
groups. Differences appear between high-performing and lower as well as stable and unstable 
enterprises. Most importantly, high-performing and stable enterprises share similarities in 
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their more informal inclusion of employee knowledge into the definition and formulation of 
business objectives and a high share of overall knowledge-exchange techniques. Altogether, 
this partially supports proposition P3c. However, on the basis of descriptive statistics it 
remains unclear how all the activities in the dimension revision translate into performance. 
Therefore, the QCA for both outcomes, performance and strategic stability, is performed.  
4.4.4.2 QCA for the outcome performance       
Like in the other dimensions I first start the analysis for the outcome performance (N=51). 
The eight conditions in the dimension revision result in 256 logically possible combinations. 
As the analysis of necessary conditions (table 59) shows, biggest differences between the 
outcomes high performance (PERFORMANCE) and low performance (performance) appear 
regarding institutionalized monitoring activities (monitoringinst, consistency for lp: 0.782; 
consistency for hp: 0.678), and the depth of modification at all levels of the enterprise 
(MODIFICATIONDEPT, consistency for lp: 0.565; consistency for hp: 0.679).  
In addition, the analysis of necessary conditions reveals that there are two necessary 
conditions for both outcomes. The knowledge exchange with employees (LEARNINGRECI) 
appears to be almost always present in any configuration related to high (consistency 0.964) 
and low performance (consistency 0.913). In addition, a high frequency of monitoring 
(MONITORINGFREQ) is almost always present in configurations related to  low performance 
(consistency 0.956) as well as high performance (consistency: 0.892). Therefore, as for the 
analysis of sufficient conditions for both configurations of the outcome, high and low 
performance, I decide to exclude both necessary conditions (learningreci, monitoringfreq) 
from the analysis. This reduces the number of logically possible paths significantly from 256 
to 64, and thus enhances the analysis because parsimonious and intermediate solutions are 
based on a smaller number of logical remainders. The remaining conditions are: 
institutionalized monitoring activities (monitoringinst), the range of monitoring 
(monitoringrang), the frequency of modification (modificationfreq), the depth of modification 
(modificationdept), institutionalized knowledge exchange techniques (learninginst), as well as 
the input from external sources (learninginpu). 
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--- ANALYSIS OF NECESSARY CONDITION --- 
Outcome:  performance   PERFORMANCE 
 
Conditions tested:   Consistency        Coverage   Consistency        Coverage 
                         
MONITORORINGFREQ       0.956522             0.468085   0.892857             0.531915  
monitoringfreq         0.043478             0.250000   0.107143             0.750000  
MONITORINGINST 0.782609             0.486486   0.678571             0.513514  
monitoringinst         0.217391             0.357143   0.321429             0.642857  
MONITORINGRANG 0.652174             0.454545   0.642857             0.545455  
monitoringrang        0.347826             0.444444   0.357143             0.555556  
MONDIFICATIONFREQ 0.652174             0.468750   0.607143             0.531250  
modificationfreq       0.347826             0.421053   0.392857             0.578947  
MODIFICATIONDEPT 0.565217             0.406250   0.678571             0.593750  
modificationdept       0.434783             0.526316   0.321429             0.473684  
LEARNINGRECI  0.913043             0.437500   0.964286             0.562500  
learningreci           0.086957             0.666667   0.035714             0.333333  
LEARNINGINST  0.260870             0.428571   0.285714             0.571429  
learninginst           0.739130             0.459459   0.714286             0.540541  
LEARNINGINPU  0.652174             0.454545   0.642857             0.545455  
learninginpu           0.347826             0.444444   0.357143             0.555556 
Table 59: Necessary conditions, dimension revision, outcome: performance, N=51 
The truth table (table 60) for the analysis of sufficient condition with six conditions and the 
OUTCOME HIGH PERFORMANCE covers 30 empirically observed paths out of 64 
logically possible. The individualization of configuration is again high. This means that many 
empirically observed individual paths will be taken into account at the stage of parsimonious 
and intermediate solutions. The theoretical perfect path (all six conditions being present) is 
covered by one higher and one highest performing enterprise. The only reasonable 
consistency cutoff for the given distribution of paths is 1.000 because the next step would be 
at perfect inconsistency (0.500). However, the six paths with perfect consistency 1.000 cover 
12 out of 51 enterprises which can be accepted as an empirical basis for the minimization in 
the complex solution. In order to include only those six paths, the frequency cutoff is set to 2. 
--- TRUTH TABLE ---  
  
v1: monitoringinst    v2: monitoringrang     v3: modificationfreq     v4: modificationdept     v5: learninginst     v6: 
learninginpu 
 
v1 v2 v3 v4 v5 v6 O id 
1 0 1 1 1 0 1    consistency 
(MONITORINGINST*monitoringrang*MODIFICATIONFREQ*MODIFICATIONDEPT*LEARNINGINST*learninginpu) 
e1hgr_s,e10hgr_s        1.000 
1 0 1 1 0 1 C  
(MONITORINGINST*monitoringrang*MODIFICATIONFREQ*MODIFICATIONDEPT*learninginst*LEARNINGINPU) 
e2hgr_us,e12LWT_s,e28lwr_us,e40lwr_s     0.250 
1 0 0 0 0 1 1 e4HGT_s  1.000 
1 1 1 0 0 0 C  
(MONITORINGINST*MONITORINGRANG*MODIFICATIONFREQ*modificationdept*learninginst*learninginpu) 
e6lwr_us,e35HGT_s,e43lwr_us,e50lwr_us     0.250  
0 1 0 0 0 1 1  
(monitoringinst*MONITORINGRANG*modificationfreq*modificationdept*learninginst*LEARNINGINPU) 
e7hgr_s,e53hgr_s        1.000  
 
--continued-- 
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0 1 1 1 0 1 C  
(monitoringinst*MONITORINGRANG*MODIFICATIONFREQ*MODIFICATIONDEPT*learninginst*learninginpu) 
e8lwr_s,e57hgr_us       0.500 
1 1 1 1 0 1 C  
(MONITORINGINST*MONITORINGRANG*MODIFICATIONFREQ*MODIFICATIONDEPT*learninginst*LEARNINGINPU
) 
e9lwr_us,e16hgr_s,e21lwr_s,e23hgr_us,e39lwr_us    0.400 
1 1 0 0 0 1 0 e13lwr_s   0.000 
0 1 0 0 0 0 1 e17hgr_us  1.000  
1 1 1 1 0 0 C  
(MONITORINGINST*MONITORINGRANG*MODIFICATIONFREQ*MODIFICATIONDEPT*learninginst*learninginpu) 
e18lwr_us,e24hgr_us       0.500 
1 1 0 1 0 0 1  
(MONITORINGINST*MONITORINGRANG*modificationfreq*MODIFCATIONDEPT*learninginst*learninginpu) 
e20hgr_us,e48hgr_s       1.000  
1 0 1 0 0 1 C  
(MONITORINGINST*monitoringrang*MODIFICATIONFREQ*modificationdept*learninginst*LEARNINGINPU) 
e22hgr_s,e32lwr_us,e68lwr_s      0.333 
1 1 1 1 1 1 1    
(MONITORINGINST*MONITORINGRANG*MODIFICATIONFREQ*MODIFICATIONDEPT*LEARNINGINST*LEARNINGINPU) 
e27HGT_s,e72hgr_us 
(theoretically perfect path)       1.000 
0 1 0 1 1 1 0 e29LWT_us  0.000 
1 1 0 0 1 1 0 e30lwr_s   0.000 
0 1 0 1 0 1 1 e31HGT_s  1.000  
1 1 0 1 1 0 1 e33hgr_s  1.000 
1 1 1 0 0 1 1  
(MONITORINGINST*MONITORINGRANG*MODIFICATIONFREQ*modificationdept*learninginst*LEARNINGINPU) 
 
e34HGT_us,e69HGT_us       1.000 
1 1 1 0 1 0 0 e37LWT_us  0.000  
1 1 1 1 1 0 C  
(MONITORINGINST*MONITORINGRANG*MODIFICATIONFREQ*MODIFICATIONDEPT*LEARNINGINST*learninginpu
) 
e38hgr_us,e41lwr_us       0.500 
0 0 0 1 0 1 0 e42lwr_us  0.000 
0 0 0 1 0 0 0 e49lwr_us  0.000 
0 1 0 0 1 1 0 e51lwr_us  0.000 
1 1 0 1 0 1 0 e52lwr_us  0.000   
0 0 1 1 0 1 1  
(monitoringinst*monitoringrang*MODIFICATIONFREQ*MODOFICATIONDEPT*learninginst*LEARNINGINPU) 
e59HGT_s,e71hgr_us       1.000 
1 0 0 1 1 1 1 e62hgr_s  1.000 
0 1 0 1 0 0 1 e63HGT_us  1.000 
1 0 1 1 1 1 1 e64hgr_s  1.000 
1 0 0 0 1 0 0 e66LWT_us  0.000 
0 0 0 0 0 1 1 e76hgr_s  1.000 
Table 60: Truth table, dimension revision, outcome: performance, outcome values for high performance, N=51 
While the complex solution (table 61) displays the six paths above the cutoff values (solution 
consistency: 1.000, solution coverage: 0.429), it cannot be minimized any further. The six 
paths represent a broad mix of all possible configurations of conditions in the dimension 
revision. Therefore, it is difficult to grasp structural peculiarities of high-performing 
enterprises in the complex solution. Therefore, a look at other solution may show stronger 
tendencies of sufficiency.   
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--- COMPLEX SOLUTION ---  
 
frequency cutoff: 2.000000  
consistency cutoff: 1.000000  
                                                                                                     raw             unique                
                                                                                                   coverage    coverage   consistency   
                                                                                                  ----------  ----------  ----------    
monitoringinst*MONITORINGRANG*modificationfre*modificationdept*learninginst*LEARNINGINPU  
        0.071429    0.071429    1.000000  
e7hgr_s, e53hgr_s 
 
MONITORINGINST*MONITORINGRANG*modificationfreq*MODIFICATIONDEPT*learninginst*learninginpu       




        0.071429    0.071429    1.000000  
e59HGT_s, e71hgr_us 
 
MONITORINGINST*monitoringrang*MODIFICATIONFREQ*MODIFICATIONDEPT*LEARNINGINST*learninginpu       








PU        0.071429    0.071429    1.000000  
e27HGT_s, e72hgr_us 
 
solution coverage: 0.428571  
solution consistency: 1.000000 
Table 61: Complex solution, dimension revision, outcome: high performance, consistency cutoff=1.000, N=51 
In fact, the parsimonious solution (table 62) that is based on the inclusion of all possible 
logical remainders, delivers some detailed information on the configuration of conditions in 
high-performing enterprises. The overall solution consistency (0.714) is quite high. Yet, 
individual paths are covered by mixed types of enterprises (consistency values below 0.600). 
However, with a closer look at the cases the first two paths see a high share of stable and 
high-performing enterprises on the one hand, and unstable and low-performing enterprises on 
the other. Given the combination of conditions in those two paths, this allows the following 
conclusion: when low-performing enterprises do not modify their strategy often 
(modificationfreq), or they have a strong market focus without institutionalized monitoring 
techniques (monitoringrang*monitoringinst), then this is related to instability. At the same time high-
performing enterprises with the same configuration of conditions are stable. Although all 
consistency values in the parsimonious solution are quite low, these results show that – only 
after a certain level of performance and stability is reached – a focus on markets and tighter 
monitoring techniques may be related to high performance. In addition the fifth path 
highlights the fact that a certain focus on the own market combined with institutionalized 
learning (monitoringrang*LEANRINGINST) is related to high performance and strategic stability.  
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--- PARSIMONIOUS SOLUTION ---  
 
frequency cutoff: 2.000000  
consistency cutoff: 1.000000  
                                                        raw            unique                
                                                      coverage    coverage   consistency   
                                                     ----------  ----------  ----------    
modificationfreq                                    0.392857    0.250000    0.578947  
e53hgr_s, e52lwr_us, e51lwr_us, e49lwr_us, e48hgr_s, e42lwr_us,   e33hgr_s, e31HGT_s, e30lwr_s, e29LWT_us, 
e20hgr_us, e17hgr_us, e13lwr_s, e7hgr_s, e4HGT_s  
 
monitoringinst*monitoringrang                     0.107143    0.071429    0.600000  
e42lwr_us, e49lwr_us, e59HGT_s, e71hgr_us, e76hgr_s  
 
LEARNINGINST*LEARNINGINPU     0.142857    0.071429    0.571429  
e27HGT_s, e29LWT_us, e30lwr_s, e51lwr_us, e62hgr_s, e64hgr_s, e72hgr_us  
 
MONITORINGRANG*modificationdept*LEARNINGINPU  0.142857    0.071429    0.571429  
e7hgr_s, e13lwr_s, e30lwr_s, e34HGT_us, e51lwr_us, e53hgr_s, e69HGT_us  
 
monitoringrang*LEARNINGINST    0.142857    0.071429    0.800000 
e1hgr_s, e10hgr_s, e62hgr_s, e64hgr_s, e66LWT_us  
  
solution coverage: 0.714286  
solution consistency: 0.714286  
Table 62: Parsimonious solution, dimension revision, outcome: high performance, consistency cutoff=1.000, 
N=51 
The intermediate-theoretical solution (based on the theoretical assumptions that all conditions 
should be present in case of high performance, table 63) increases both the level of solution 
consistency (0.750) and the number of corresponding paths. It underlines the relationship 
between the frequency and depth of modification combined with other conditions and high 
performance. Paths 1 and 2 show that when there is a wider market focus (MONITORINGRANG) 
plus one of the two modification conditions (modificationfreq, modificationdept) is present 
(while the other is minimized), then this is related to low performance (low consistency 
values). Consequently, if monitoring activities in an enterprise wide, then this needs to go 
along with more intense and integrative modification. In comparison, path 4 and 5 show that a 
stronger focus on both modification conditions (modificationfreq, modificationdept) appears 
more often in high and stable enterprises. High and stable enterprises have also a stronger 
market monitoring focus. Paths 3-6 support this view, where a far-reaching modification 
modes (MODIFICATIONDEPT), or especially the combination of frequent modification and far-
reaching modification modes (MODIFICATIONDEPT*MODIFICATIONFREQ) play a crucial role, 
regardless the market focus. Often underestimated, a concerted understanding of the means of 
monitoring and modification seems to be crucial for the dimension revision in relation to the 
outcome performance. 
 
Chapter 4: A Comparative Configurational Analysis of Different Performance Groups                                      197 
 
--- INTERMEDIATE SOLUTION (THEORETICALLY BASED) ---  
 
frequency cutoff: 2.000000  
consistency cutoff: 1.000000  
 
Assumptions: learninginpu (present) learninginst (present) modificationdept (present) modificationfreq (present)  
monitoringrang (present)  monitoringinst (present)  
                                                                                       raw             unique                
                                                                                     coverage    coverage   consistency   
                                                                                    ----------  ----------  ----------    
LEARNINGINPU*modificationfreq*MONITORINGRANG                                 0.107143    0.035714    0.375000  
e7hgr_s, e13lwr_s, e29LWT_us, e30lwr_s, e31HGT_s, e51lwr_us, e52lwr_us, e53hgr_s (  
 
LEARNINGINPU*modificationdept*MONITORINGRANG   0.142857    0.071429    0.571429  
e7hgr_s, e13lwr_s, e30lwr_s, e34HGT_us, e51lwr_us, e53hgr_s, e69HGT_us  
 
MODIFCATIONDEPT*modificationfreq*MONITORINGRANG*MONITROINGINST        
 0.107143    0.107143    0.750000  
e20hgr_us, e33hgr_s, e48hgr_s, e52lwr_us  
 
LEARNINGINPU*MODIFICATIONDEPT*MODIFICATIONFREQ*monitoringrang*monitoringinst       
         0.071429    0.071429    1.000000  
e59HGT_s, e71hgr_us  
 
LEARNINGINST*MODIFICATIONDEPT*MODIFICATIONFREQ*monitoringrang*MONITORINGINST  
         0.107143    0.107143    1.000000 
e1hgr_s, e10hgr_s, e64hgr_s  
  
LEARNINGINPU*LEARNINGINST*MONITORINGRANG*MONITORINGINST             
 0.071429    0.071429    0.666667  
e27HGT_s, e30lwr_s, e72hgr_us 
 
solution coverage: 0.535714  
solution consistency: 0.750000  
Table 63: Intermediate solution (theoretically based), dimension revision, outcome: high performance, 
consistency cutoff=1.000, N=51 
 
In addition the intermediate-theoretical solution shows that the inclusion of external 
knowledge into the formulation of business objectives is very mixed within performance 
groups. It often results in paths with low consistency towards high performance, or it is 
minimized. The intermediate-empirical solution (based on empirical results gained in the 
descriptive statistics) reveals the same results as the intermediate-theoretical solution and is 
therefore not published. This fact actually speaks in favor of theoretical assumptions made for 
the outcome of high performance (PERFORMANCE) under the dimension revision.  
The next part forms a QCA analysis for the OUTCOME LOW PERFORMANCE 
(performance). This may reveal additional knowledge about the differences between high and 
low-performing enterprises. With regard to the truth table for the outcome performance (table 
60, consistency values reversed), this exercise is promising because there are paths with a 
high consistency toward low performance (performance) that include a higher number of cases. 
On the basis of the truth table the consistency cutoff is set to 0.677 and the frequency cutoff to 
2. The following results appear for the complex solution:   
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--- COMPLEX SOLUTION ---  
 
frequency cutoff: 2.000000  
consistency cutoff: 0.666667  
                                                                                                       raw             unique                
                                                                                                   coverage   coverage   consistency   
                                                                                                  ----------  ----------  ----------    
MONITORINGINST*monitoringrang*MODIFICATIONFREQ*learninginst*LEARNINGINPU   
        0.217391    0.217391    0.714286  
e2hgr_us, e12LWT_s, e22hgr_s, e28lwr_us, e32lwr_us, e40lwr_s, e68lwr_s 
 
MONITORINGINST*MONITORINGRANG*MODIFICATIONFREQ*modificationdept*learninginst*learninginpu     
        0.130435    0.130435    0.750000  
e6lwr_us, e35HGT_s, e43lwr_us, e50lwr_us 
 
solution coverage: 0.347826  
solution consistency: 0.727273 
Table 64: Complex solution, dimension revision, outcome: low performance, consistency cutoff=0.667, N=51 
The complex solution (table 64) shows that low-performing enterprises tend to have no far-
reaching modification activities (modificationdept) and institutionalized learning activities 
(learninginst). Both absent conditions can be seen in combination in the second path of the 
complex solution (raw consistency 0.750 for low performance). In addition, the absence of 
institutionalized knowledge exchange appears also in the first path of the complex solution 
(learninginst).  
The parsimonious solution (table 65) supports the following assumption: enterprises which do 
not modify integrating all enterprise levels, and do not integrate external knowledge when 
formulating objectives (modificationdept*learninginpu) are related to low performance and 
instability. All low-performing cases in this first path are unstable. However, this rather top-
down approach towards strategic renewal can be also found in one highest performing, stable 
enterprise (e35HGT). A closer look at this particular enterprise reveals that it has very 
ambitious objectives (“world market leadership”), very stable leadership structures as well as 
intensive informal knowledge exchange. In contrast, the lower or lowest performing, unstable 
enterprises in the first path of the parsimonious solution do all have rather clearly defined but 
modest objectives, frequent leadership changes, yet also a high amount of personal knowledge 
exchange in the enterprise. In consequence, it seems that the ambitiousness of objectives as 
well as stability in the leadership structure have a strong impact on the strategic revision. 
Enterprises with unstable structures that rely on less external input and less far-reaching, 
integrative modification are related to low performance, while the same configuration can be 
related to highest performance depending on other conditions of the mechanism (e.g. 
DEFINITIONAMBI*SOURCEDURA*alignmentinst). However, the first path of the parsimonious solution 
shows that the input of external knowledge (SOURCEINPU) can also be found in low-performing 
enterprises. It appears that the condition learninginpu is a highly ambiguous one, also because 
it is often minimized (e.g. in the complex solution of with outcome high performance).  
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--- PARSIMONIOUS SOLUTION ---  
frequency cutoff: 2.000000  
consistency cutoff: 0.666667  
                                                           raw             unique                
                                                     coverage    coverage   consistency   
                                                    ----------  ----------  ----------    
modificationdept*learninginpu                     0.217391    0.217391    0.714286  
e6lwr_us, e17hgr_us, e35HGT_s, e37LWT_us,  e43lwr_us, e50lwr_us, e66LWT_us  
 
MONITORINGINST*monitoringrang*LEARNINGINPU       0.217391    0.217391    0.500000  
e2hgr_us, e4HGT_s, e12LWT_s, e22hgr_s, e28lwr_us, e32lwr_us, e40lwr_s, e62hgr_s, e64hgr_s, e68lwr_s  
 
solution coverage: 0.434783  
solution consistency: 0.588235  
Table 65: Parsimonious solution, dimension revision, outcome: low performance, consistency cutoff=0.667, 
N=51 
--- INTERMEDIATE SOLUTION  (EMPIRICALLY BASED) ---  
 
frequency cutoff: 2.000000  
consistency cutoff: 0.666667  
 
Assumptions:  learninginpu (present) learninginst (present)  ~modificationdept (absent)  modificationfreq (present)  
monitoringrang (present)  monitoringinst (present)  
                                                                                              raw             unique                
                                                                                           coverage    coverage   consistency   
                                                                                           ----------  ----------  ----------    
LEARNINGINPU*MODIFICATIONFREQ*monitoringrang*MONITORINGINST      0.217391    0.217391    0.625000  
e2hgr_us, e12LWT_s, e22hgr_s, e28lwr_us, e32lwr_us, e40lwr_s, e64hgr_s,   e68lwr_s  
 
learninginpu*modificationdep*MODIFICATIONFREQ*MONITORINGRANG*MONITORINGINST      e6lwr_us, 
e35HGT_s, e37LWT_us, e43lwr_us,  e50lwr_us          0.173913    0.173913    0.800000 
 
solution coverage: 0.391304  
solution consistency: 0.692308  
Table 66: Intermediate solution (empirically based), dimension revision, outcome: low performance, 
consistency cutoff=0.667, N=51 
These findings are backed by the intermediate-empirical solution (table 66), showing that 
even when more conditions are present in combination with the absence of far-reaching, 
integrative modification (modificationdept, second path), the solution tends to be highly 
consistent with the outcome of low performance (performance).  
In sum, the QCA analysis for the dimension revision and the outcome performance does not 
reveal as many structural peculiarities at the first sight (e.g. truth table or complex solution) as 
in the other dimensions driver and foundation. However, especially the analysis of the 
outcome low performance (performance) reveals knowledge about the differences between high 
and low-performing enterprises. In addition, a closer look at the case knowledge proved to be 
useful for further conclusions on configurative differences.  
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First, the QCA for the outcome performance does not support proposition 3a (monitoring). 
Every enterprise type shows a high level of monitoring techniques, but there are no 
substantial differences between high and low-performing enterprises (see also analysis of 
necessary conditions). If anything then the range of monitoring seems to make a difference, 
but throughout the analysis of the dimension revision this can only be reasonably interpreted 
in relation to other conditions of the dimension. In this regard, it could be shown that high-
performing enterprises may deal with a particular market focus on their own market only 
because they have reached a certain degree of performance and stability (parsimonious and 
intermediate-theoretical solution for the outcome high performance). In contrast, low-
performing enterprises are unstable whenever they have a singular market focus without 
intensive monitoring or knowledge exchange techniques.  
The QCA reveals a strong interdependence between monitoring and modification, but it finds 
stronger support for proposition 3b (modification). Above all, it is not the frequency of 
modification that makes a difference, but the depth that goes along with it. High-performing 
enterprises have a far-reaching, integrative modification (including employees and the 
analysis of scenarios) in combination with more intensive knowledge exchange which also 
partially supports proposition 3c (learning/knowledge exchange). However, results for the 
latter proposition are not so clear for the analysis for the outcome performance. First, the role 
of the condition learninginpu (input of external knowledge) as a sufficient condition remains 
quite unclear because paths tend toward inconsistencies when learninginpu appears to be 
present (LERNINGINPU) or the condition is minimized. Furthermore, low-performing enterprises 
are related either strongly to the presence or absence of this condition. Second, it appears that 
the degree of personal knowledge exchange is high in both high and low-performing 
enterprises. Therefore, as for the QCA for the outcome performance, P3c must be seen with 
caution. 
4.4.4.3 QCA for the outcome strategic stability 
As a next step, the outcome stability is analyzed for the dimension revision. Different from 
the analysis with the outcome performance, the analysis of necessary conditions (table 67) 
reveals more differences between stability groups, especially with regard to the frequency of 
monitoring (monitoringfreq, consistency ust: 0.964; consistency st: 0.869), the range of 
monitoring (MONITORINGRANGE, consistency ust: 0.750; st: 0.521), the depth of modification 
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(MODIFICATIONDEPT, consistency ust: 0.642; st: 0.609), and the input of external knowledge 
(learninginpu, consistency ust: 0.535; st: 0.782). Altogether, there is one condition classifying as 
a necessary condition for both configurations of the outcome: the exchange of knowledge 
(LEARNINGRECI, consistency ust: 0.893; st: 1.00). Consequently, it is excluded from the 
analysis. This reduces the number of logically possible configurations form 256 to 128. The 
condition monitoring frequency (MONITORINGFREQ, consistency ust: 0.964; st: 0.869) does not 
meet the requirements as a necessary condition (it is only present for the outcome of strategic 
stability on 8.5 out of 10 cases) and, therefore, it is not excluded. This in turn may reveal 
additional knowledge because the minimization with seven instead of six conditions increases 
the variance between configurations significantly. Since the analysis of the dimension 
revision for the outcome performance saw a higher number of ambiguities this analytical 
approach makes sense.  
--- ANALYSIS OF NECESSARY CONDITIONS ---  
Outcome:   stability    STABILITY 
 
Conditions tested:                  Consistency        Coverage   Consistency        Coverage 
 
MONITORINGFREQ         0.964286             0.574468   0.869565             0.425532  
monitoringfreq         0.035714             0.250000   0.130435             0.750000  
MONITORINGINST 0.714286             0.540541   0.739130             0.459459  
monitoringinst         0.285714             0.571429   0.260870             0.428571  
MONITORINGRANGE 0.750000             0.636364   0.521739             0.363636  
monitoringrang        0.250000             0.388889   0.478261             0.611111  
MODIFICATIONFREQ 0.678571             0.593750   0.565217             0.406250  
modificationfreq       0.321429             0.473684   0.434783             0.526316  
MODIFICATIONDEPT 0.642857             0.562500   0.608696             0.437500  
Modificationdept       0.357143             0.526316   0.391304             0.473684  
LEARNINGRECI  0.892857             0.520833   1.000000             0.479167  
learningreci           0.107143             1.000000   0.000000             0.000000  
LEARNINGINST  0.250000             0.500000   0.304348             0.500000  
learninginst           0.750000             0.567568   0.695652             0.432432  
LEARNINGINPU  0.535714             0.454545   0.782609             0.545455  
learninginpu           0.464286             0.722222   0.217391             0.277778 
 Table 67: Necessary conditions, dimension revision, outcome: stability, N=51 
The truth table (table 68) with seven conditions for the OUTCOME STRATEGIC 
STABILITY (STABILITY) does, however, not qualify for further analysis because there are too 
many inconsistent values. Most stable enterprises have an individual path (consistency 1.000) 
while unstable enterprises have the tendency to share a path. 
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--- TRUTH TABLE ANALYSIS ---  
  
v1: monitoringfreq     v2: monitoringinst      v3: monitoringrang     v4: modificationfreq      v5: modificationdept                               
v6: learninginst     v7: learninginpu 
 
v1 v2 v3 v4 v5 v6 v7 O id  consistency 
1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 e1hgr_s  1.000 




1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 e4HGT_s 1.000  




1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 e7hgr_s  1.000 








0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 e10hgr_s 1.000 
1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 e13lwr_s  1.000 
1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 e17hgr_us 0.000 
1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0   0.000 
(MONITROINGFREQ*MONITORINGINST*MONITORINGRANG*MODIFICATIONFREQ*MODIFICATIONDEPT*learning
inst*learninginpu) 
e18lwr_us,e24hgr_us       0.000 












1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 e29LWT_us 0.000  
1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 e30lwr_s  1.000.  
1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 e31HGT_s 1.000 
1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 e33hgr_s 1.000 





1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 e37LWT_us 0.000 




1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 e42lwr_us 0.000 
0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 e49lwr_us 0.000  
1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 e51lwr_us 0.000 
1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 e52lwr_us 0.000 
0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 e53hgr_s 1.000 




1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 e62hgr_s 1.000 
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1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 e63HGT_us 0.000 
1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 e64hgr_s 1.000 
1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 e66LWT_us 0.000 
0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 e76hgr_s 1.000 
Table 68: Truth table, dimension revision, outcome: stability (consistency values for stability), N=51  
The individualized paths in the truth table underline a higher degree of inconsistencies for the 
dimension revision. This came to light already during the analysis for the outcome 
performance. Therefore, it makes no sense to conduct a minimization based on this truth 
table. In order to clarify whether these inconsistencies in the model stem from the inclusion of 
seven conditions, I performed also an analysis excluding the condition monitoringfreq 
(frequency of monitoring), which has been found to be close to necessity. However, results 
also show many inconsistencies and identical paths as it was the case in the analysis including 
seven conditions. Maybe the analysis with the outcome instability (stability) will reveal more 
insights.  
Because of the difficulties in the aforementioned analysis of the dimension revision, it makes 
sense to reduce the model to six conditions in the analysis of the OUTCOME STRATEGIC 
INSTABILITY. This has been proven to be a good analytical approach in the other 
dimensions. Because the condition monitoringfreq clearly qualifies for being available in 
almost all cases leading to instability (consistency in the analysis of necessary conditions: 
0.964), its exclusion from the model makes empirically sense.  
--- TRUTH TABLE ---  
  
v1: monitoringinst    v2: monitoringrang      v3: modificationfreq     v4: modificationdept     v5: learninginst                             
v6: learninginpu 
 
v1 v2 v3 v4 v5 v6 O id   consistency  
1 0 1 1 1 0 1    0.000 
(MONITORINGINST*monitoringrang*MODIFICATIONFREQ*MODOFICATIONDEPT*LEARNINGINST*learningpu) 
e1hgr_s,e10hgr_s 
1 0 1 1 0 1 C    0.500 
(MONITORINGINST*monitoringrang*MODIFICATIONFREQ*MODOFICATIONDEPT*learninginst*LEARNINGINPU) 
e2hgr_us,e12LWT_s,e28lwr_us,e40lwr_s 
1 0 0 0 0 1 1 e4HGT_s  0.000 
1 1 1 0 0 0 C    0.750 
(MONITORINGINST*MONITORINGRANG*MODIFICATIONFREQ*modificationdept*learninginst*learningpu) 
e6lwr_us,e35HGT_s,e43lwr_us,e50lwr_us 
0 1 0 0 0 1 1    0.000 
(monitoringinst*MONITORINGRANG*modificationfreq*modificationdept*learninginst*LEARNINGINPU) 
e7hgr_s,e53hgr_s 
0 1 1 1 0 1 C    0.500   
(monitoringinst*MONITORINGRANG*MODIFICATIONFREQ*MODOFICATIONDEPT*learninginst*LEARNINGINPU) 
e8lwr_s,e57hgr_us 
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1 1 0 0 0 1 1 e13lwr_s   0.000 
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 e17hgr_us  1.000  
1 1 1 1 0 0 0    1.000 
(MONITORINGINST*MONITORINGRANG*MODIFICATIONFREQ*modificationdept*LEARNINGINST*learningpu) 
e18lwr_us,e24hgr_us 
1 1 0 1 0 0 C    0.500 
(MONITORINGINST*MONITORINGRANG*modificationfreq*MODOFICATIONDEPT*learninginst*learningpu) 
e20hgr_us,e48hgr_s 
1 0 1 0 0 1 C    0.333 
(MONITORINGINST*monitoringrang*MODIFICATIONFREQ*modificationdept*learninginst*LEARNINGINPU) 
e22hgr_s,e32lwr_us,e68lwr_s 
1 1 1 1 1 1 C    0.500 
(MONITORINGINST*MONITORINGRANG*MODIFICATIONFREQ*MODOFICATIONDEPT*LEARNINGINST*LEARNINGINPU) 
e27HGT_s,e72hgr_us       [theoretically perfect 
path] 
0 1 0 1 1 1 0 e29LWT_us  1.000 
1 1 0 0 1 1 1 e30lwr_s   0.000 
0 1 0 1 0 1 1 e31HGT_s  0.000 
1 1 0 1 1 0 1 e33hgr_s  0.000 
1 1 1 0 0 1 0    1.000 
(MONITORINGINST*MONITORINGRANG*MODIFICATIONFREQ*modificationdept*learninginst*LEARNINGINPU) 
e34HGT_us,e69HGT_us  
1 1 1 0 1 0 0 e37LWT_us  1.000 
1 1 1 1 1 0 0    1.000 
(MONITORINGINST*MONITORINGRANG*MODIFICATIONFREQ*MODOFICATIONDEPT*LEARNINGINST*learningpu) 
e38hgr_us,e41lwr_us 
0 0 0 1 0 1 0 e42lwr_us  1.000 
0 0 0 1 0 0 0 e49lwr_us  1.000 
0 1 0 0 1 1 0 e51lwr_us  1.000 
1 1 0 1 0 1 0 e52lwr_us  1.000 
0 0 1 1 0 1 C    0.500  
(monitoringinst*monitoringrang*MODIFICATIONFREQ*MODOFICATIONDEPT*learninginst*LEARNINGINPU) 
e59HGT_s,e71hgr_us 
1 0 0 1 1 1 1 e62hgr_s  0.000 
0 1 0 1 0 0 0 e63HGT_us  1.000 
1 0 1 1 1 1 1 e64hgr_s  0.000 
1 0 0 0 1 0 0 e66LWT_us  1.000 
0 0 0 0 0 1 1 e76hgr_s  0.000 
Table 69: Truth table, dimension revision, outcome: stability (consistency values for instability), N=51  
The truth table (table 69) qualifies for the analysis of sufficient conditions because there are a 
couple of paths that have a higher consistency and affiliation of cases. The consistency cutoff 
is set to 0.750 and the frequency cutoff to 2, which includes 17 out of 51 enterprises in the 
minimization of the complex solution.    
--- COMPLEX SOLUTION ---  
 
frequency cutoff: 2.000000  
consistency cutoff: 0.750000  
                                                                                     raw             unique                
                                                                                     coverage    coverage   consistency   
                                                                                    ----------  ----------  ----------    
MONITORINGINST*MONITORINRANG*MODIFICATIONFREQ*modificationdept*learninginst      
0.178571    0.178571    0.833333  
e6lwr_us, e34HGT_us, e35HGT_s, e43lwr_us, e50lwr_us, e69HGT_us     
         
MONITORINGINST*MONITORINGRANG*MODIFICATIONFREQ*MODIFICATIONDEPT*learninginpu       
        0.142857    0.142857    1.000000  
18lwr_us, e24hgr_us, e38hgr_us, e41lwr_us 
 
solution coverage: 0.321429  
solution consistency: 0.900000 
Table 70: Complex solution, dimension revision, outcome: stability, consistency cutoff: 0.750, N=51  
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The complex solution (table 70) shows that most of the conditions are actually present in 
relation to instability (stability). However, while the first path shows that the absence of far-
reaching modification techniques in combination with personal knowledge exchange 
(modificationdept*learninginst) is related to instability, it is covered by three lower and three highest 
performers within this path. Although no clear reason for this similarity between lower and 
highest performers can be found using additional case knowledge, a comparison of the highest 
performing enterprises points to an important fact. The only highest performing, stable 
enterprise (e35HGT_s) compared with the highest performing, unstable enterprises in this path 
(e34_HGT_us, e69_HGT_us) reveals that the stable enterprise has very ambitious objectives and a 
much stricter overall leadership style (in terms of controlling). In contrast the unstable highest 
performing enterprises have more modest objectives, a less strict overall style and give more 
reasons for strategic changes than the stable highest performer. In consequence, the level of 
depth of modification may materialize under different competitive situations. Highest 
performers may for instance crack older, stable strategy patterns or they follow an ambitious 
strategic route with the same top-down approach of modification. All in all, less far-reaching, 
integrative modification seems to be dominant in unstable and low-performing settings.  In 
addition, the second path in the complex solution shows that unstable enterprises that do not 
include external knowledge into the formulation of their objectives (learninginpu).  
--- PARSIMONIOUS SOLUTION ---  
 
frequency cutoff: 2.000000  
consistency cutoff: 0.750000  
                                                             raw       unique                
                                                         coverage    coverage   consistency   
                                                        ----------  ----------  ----------    
MONITORINGRANG*MODIFICATIONFREQ*learninginpu         0.285714    0.142857    0.888889  
e6lwr_us, e18lwr_us, e24hgr_us, e35HGT_s, e37LWT_us, e38hgr_us, e41lwr_us, e43lwr_us, e50lwr_us 
 
MONITORINGINST*MONITORINGRANG*modificationdept       0.214286    0.071429    0.666667  
e6lwr_us, e13lwr_s, e30lwr_s, e34HGT_us, e35HGT_s, e37LWT_us, e43lwr_us, e50lwr_us, e69HGT_us 
 
solution coverage: 0.357143  
solution consistency: 0.769231  
Table 71: Parsimonious solution, dimension revision, outcome: instability, consistency cutoff: 0.750, N=51  
The parsimonious solution (table 71) for the outcome instability (stability) shows above all that 
the absence of external knowledge in the formulation of enterprises objectives appears to be 
highly related to instability. However, case membership in this path also reveals that there is a 
tendency to low performance (six low, three high-performing enterprises). Hence, low and 
unstable enterprises show a stronger tendency to not include external knowledge when 
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formulating business objectives. This is finally supported by the intermediate-empirical 
solution (table 72). Both paths show that modification is quite frequent and institutionalized 
monitoring activities for a wider market range are in place 
(MODIFICATIONFREQ*MONITORINGRANG*MONITORINGINST). The influence of either modificationdept (no 
far-reaching, integrative modification) or learninginpu (no inclusion of external knowledge) is, 
however, very high in unstable enterprises. In relation to the link of stability and performance, 
the absence of both activities in unstable enterprises may be one reason for their instability.    
--- INTERMEDIATE SOLUTION (EMPIRICALLY BASED) ---  
 
frequency cutoff: 2.000000  
consistency cutoff: 0.750000  
 
Assumptions: learninginpu (present) learninginst (present) ~modificationdept (absent) modificationfreq (present)  
monitoringrang (present) monitoringinst (present) monitoringfreq (present)  
 
                                                                                                raw              unique                
                                                                                                 coverage    coverage   consistency   
                                                                                                 ----------  ----------  ----------    
modificationdept*MODIFICATIONFREQ*MONITORINGRANG*MONITORINGINST   0.214286    0.071429    0.857143  
e6lwr_us, e34HGT_us, e35HGT_s, e37LWT_us, e43lwr_us, e50lwr_us, e69HGT_us  
 
learninginpu*MODIFICATIONFREQ*MONITORINGRANG*MONITORINGINST         0.285714    0.142857    0.888889  
e6lwr_us, e18lwr_us, e24hgr_us, e35HGT_s, e37LWT_us, e38hgr_us, e41lwr_us, e43lwr_us, e50lwr_us 
 
solution coverage: 0.357143  
solution consistency: 0.909091  
Table 72: Intermediate solution (empirically based), dimension revision, outcome: instability, consistency 
cutoff: 0.750, N=51   
These results are finally backed by an analysis including the CONTROL GROUP OF 
MEDIUM-PERFORMERS (N=74). The conditions monitoringfreq (frequency of 
monitoring) and learningreci (input of employee knowledge) are excluded from the model 
because the model for the additional analysis with medium-performing enterprises should be 
similar to the core analysis of strategic stability (N=51). Although the consistency values are 
not as high as in the previous analyses, both conditions appear very often in configurations of 
both outcomes (table 73).  
 
--- ANALYSIS OF NECESSARY CONDITIONS --- 
 
Outcome:  stability    STABILITY   
 
Conditions tested:   Consistency        Coverage   Consistency          Coverage 
                        
MONITORINGFREQ 0.882353             0.468750   0.850000             0.531250  
monitoringfreq         0.117647             0.400000   0.150000             0.600000  
MONITORINGINST 0.764706             0.500000   0.650000             0.500000  
monitoringinst         0.235294             0.363636   0.350000             0.636364  
MONITORINGRANG 0.735294             0.490196   0.650000             0.509804  
monitoringrang        0.264706             0.391304   0.350000             0.608696 
 
--continued-- 
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MODIFICATIONFREQ        0.676471             0.500000   0.575000             0.500000  
modificationfreq       0.323529             0.392857   0.425000             0.607143  
MODIFICATIONDEPT 0.558824             0.413043   0.675000             0.586957  
modificationdept       0.441176             0.535714   0.325000             0.464286  
LEARNINGRECI           0.882353             0.428571   1.000000             0.571429  
learningreci        0.117647             1.000000   0.000000             0.000000  
LEARNINGINST  0.352941             0.428571   0.400000             0.571429  
learninginst           0.647059             0.478261   0.600000             0.521739  
LEARNINGINPU  0.588235             0.370370   0.850000             0.629630  
learninginpu           0.411765             0.700000   0.150000             0.300000 
 Table 73: Necessary conditions, dimension revision, outcome: stability, N=74 
The truth table (table 74) produces again a high number of individual paths. Yet a look at the 
consistency scores shows that the truth table qualifies for further minimization. There are a 
number of paths with a consistency of 0.667 and more than two cases. The path with the 
highest consistency value leading to strategic stability (0.714) has all six conditions present. 
 
--- TRUTH TABLE --- 
  
v1: monitoringinst     v2: monitoringrang      v3: modificationfreq     v4: modificationdept     v5: learninginst                         
v6: learninginpu 
 
v1 v2 v3 v4 v5 v6 O id  consistency 
1 0 1 1 1 0 1   1.000 
(MONITORINGINST*monitoringrange*MODIFICATIONFREQ*MODIFICATIONDEP*LEARNINGINST*learninginpu) 
e1hgr_s,e10hgr_s 
1 0 1 1 0 1 C   0.667 
(MONITORINGINST*monitoringrange*MODIFICATIONFREQ*MODIFICATIONDEP*learninginst*LEARNINGINPU) 
e2hgr_us,e12LWT_s,e28lwr_us,e40lwr_s,e75med_s 
1 0 0 0 0 1 1 e4HGT_s 1.000 
1 0 1 0 1 1 0 e5med_us 0.000 




0 1 0 0 0 1 1   1.000 
(MONITORINGINST*monitoringrange*MODIFICATIONFREQ*MODIFICATIONDEP*LEARNINGINST*learninginpu) 
e7hgr_s,e53hgr_s 
0 1 1 1 0 1 C   0.667 
(monitoringinst*MONITORINGRANGE*MODIFICATIONFREQ*MODIFICATIONDEP*learninginst*LEARNINGINPU) 
e8lwr_s,e45med_s,e57hgr_us 




1 1 0 1 1 1 1 e11med_s 1.000 
1 1 0 0 0 1 C   0.500 
(MONITORINGINST*MONITROINGRANGE*modificationfreq*modificationdept*learninginst*LEARNINGINPU) 
e13lwr_s,e25med_us 
1 1 1 1 1 1 C   0.714 
(MONITORINGINST*MONITORINGRANGE*MODIFICATIONFREQ*MODIFICATIONDEP*LEARNINGINST*LEARNINGINPU) 
e14med_s,e19med_s,e27HGT_s,e58med_s,e61med_us,e70med_s,e72hgr_us 
0 0 0 1 0 1 1   1.000 
(monitoringinst*monitoringrange*modificationfreq*MODIFICATIONDEP*learninginst*LEARNINGINPU) 
e15med_s,e36med_s 
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 e17hgr_us 0.000 
1 1 1 1 0 0 0   0.000 
(MONITORINGINST*MONITORINGRANGE*MODIFICATIONFREQ*MODIFICATIONDEP*learninginst*learninginpu) 
e18lwr_us,e24hgr_us 
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1 0 1 0 0 1 C   0.667 
(MONITORINGINST*monitoringrange*MODIFICATIONFREQ*modificationdept*learninginst*LEARNINGINPU) 
e22hgr_s,e32lwr_us,e68lwr_s 




0 1 0 1 1 1 C   0.667 
(monitoringinst*MONITORINGRANGE*modificationfreq*MODIFICATIONDEP*LEARNINGINST*LEARNINGINPU) 
e29LWT_us,e54med_s,e55med_s 
1 1 0 0 1 1 1 e30lwr_s  1.000 
0 1 0 1 0 1 1   1.000 
(monitoringinst*MONITORINGRANGE*modificationfreq*MODIFICATIONDEP*learninginst*LEARNINGINPU) 
e31HGT_s,e65med_s 
1 1 0 1 1 0 1 e33hgr_s 1.000 
1 1 1 0 0 1 C   0.250 
(MONITORINGINST*MONITORINGRANGE*MODIFICATIONFREQ*modificationdept*learninginst*LEARNINGINPU) 
e34HGT_us,e44med_us,e67med_s,e69HGT_us 
1 1 1 0 0 0 C   0.333 
(MONITORINGINST*MONITORINGRANGE*MODIFICATIONFREQ*modificationfep*learninginst*learninginpu) 
e35HGT_s,e43lwr_us,e50lwr_us 
1 1 1 0 1 0 0 e37LWT_us 1.000 
1 0 0 0 1 0 0   0.000 
(MONITORINGINST*monitoringrange*modificationfreq*mopdificationdep*LEARNINGINST*learninginpu) 
e42lwr_us,e66LWT_us 
0 1 1 0 1 1 1 e46med_s 1.000 
1 1 0 1 0 1 C   0.500 
(MONITORINGINST*MONITORINGRANGE*modificationfreq*MODIFICATIONDEP*learninginst*LEARNINGINPU) 
e47med_s,e52lwr_us 
0 0 0 1 0 0 0 e49lwr_us 0.000 
0 1 0 0 1 1 0 e51lwr_us 0.000 
0 1 1 0 0 0 1 e56med_s 1.000 
0 0 1 1 0 1 C   0.500 
(monitoringinst*monitoringrange*MODIFICATIONFREQ*MODIFICATIONDEP*learninginst*LEARNINGINPU) 
e59HGT_s,e71hgr_us 
1 0 0 1 1 1 1 e62hgr_s 1.000  
0 1 0 1 0 0 0 e63HGT_us 0.000 
1 0 1 1 1 1 1 e64hgr_s 1.000 
0 0 0 0 0 1 C   0.500 
(monitoringinst*monitoringrange*modificationfreq*modificationdep*learninginst*LEARNINGINPU) 
e74med_us,e76hgr_s 
Table 74: Truth table, dimension revision, outcome: stability (consistency values for stability), N=74 
In consequence, the minimization procedure can be performed based on the consistency cutoff 
0.667 and frequency cutoff 2. The different solutions gained in the analysis of sufficient 
conditions list a couple of paths that underline the importance of the conditions depth of 
modification (modificationdept) and input of external knowledge (learninginpu) for the 
outcome strategic stability (STABILITY). At the same time structural peculiarities in 
combination with other conditions remain.  
Most importantly, the intermediate-empirical solution (table 75) including medium-
performing enterprises shows that stable enterprises do often use the input of external 
knowledge (high consistency values in all three paths). In addition these three paths are 
covered by a high number of high-performing cases which shows that the input of external 
knowledge can be found in both, high-performing and stable enterprises.  
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--- INTERMEDIATE SOLUTION (EMPIIRICALLY BASED) ---  
   
frequency cutoff: 2.000000  
consistency cutoff: 0.714286  
 
Assumptions:  learninginpu (present)  learninginst (present)  modificationdept (present)  ~modificationfreq (absent)  
monitoringinst (present)  
 
                                                                                       raw              unique                
                                                                                      coverage    coverage   consistency   
                                                                                      ----------  ----------  ----------    
 
LEARNINGINPU*MODIFICATIONDEPT*monitoringrang*MONITORINGINST   0.117647    0.117647    1.000000  
e12LWT_s, e40lwr_s, e62hgr_s, e75med_s 
 
LEARNINGINPU*learninginst*modificationfreq*MONITORINGRANG*monitotinginst     
    0.117647    0.117647    1.000000  
e7hgr_s, e31HGT_s, e53hgr_s, e65med_s  
 
LEARNINGINPU*LEARNINGINST*MODIFICATIONDEPT*MODIFICATIONFREQ*MONITORINGINST  
            0.147059    0.147059    0.714286  
e14med_s,  e19med_s, e27HGT_s, e58med_s,  e61med_us, e70med_s, e72hgr_us  
 
solution coverage: 0.382353  
solution consistency: 0.866667 
Table 75: Intermediate solution (empirically based), dimension revision, outcome: stability, consistency cutoff: 
0.667, N=74 
In sum, similarly to the QCA analysis for the dimension revision with the outcome 
performance, the QCA analysis for the outcome strategic stability had more inconsistencies 
compared to the analysis of the other dimensions. The interpretation of configurations is not 
so clear. Yet, differences between stable and unstable enterprises in the dimension revision 
seem to be bigger than between high and low-performing enterprises.  
With regard to proposition 3a (monitoring) the QCA analysis for the outcome strategic 
stability shows not many differences between stable and unstable enterprises. A look at the 
analysis of necessary conditions with the outcome strategic stability shows that stable and 
unstable enterprises are similar. The only difference appears regarding the range of 
monitoring in relation to the modes of modification and knowledge exchange. It can be shown 
that stable enterprises do more often focus on their own market only which has an influence 
on other conditions in the dimension revision. Namely, the level of strict control and top-
down leadership styles increases with a stronger market focus (complex solution). Yet, 
monitoring turns out to be not decisive because there are not many differences between stable 
and unstable enterprises.  
Regarding the analysis of strategic stability, proposition 3b (modification) and proposition 
3c (learning/knowledge exchange) show similarities with the QCA analysis of performance. 
Stable enterprises are generally more integrative in terms of modification and personal 
Chapter 4: A Comparative Configurational Analysis of Different Performance Groups                                      210 
 
knowledge exchange than unstable enterprises. However, it could be shown that the 
interception between performance and stability depends much on the strategic circumstances. 
Especially in the dimension revision we find paths where a particular revision mode is 
exercised by lower and highest performing enterprises. However, especially the analysis 
including medium-performing enterprises uncovered differences regarding the conditions 
depth of modification (modificationdept) and input of external sources (learninginpu). In 
these conditions, stable enterprises are similar to high-performing and unstable to low-
performing enterprises.  
4.4.4.4 Summary of results for the dimension revision 
In summary, the analysis of the dimension revision shows only few clear, structural 
peculiarities between high and low-performing enterprises. Throughout the analysis it became 
obvious that similarities and differences between different performance groups became more 
obvious in combination with other elements of the mechanism for strategic ambidexterity. 
However, descriptive statistics and the QCA analysis provide support for two propositions, 
while one cannot be supported.  
Proposition 3a (monitoring) cannot be supported. Although all enterprises have monitoring 
in place, the differences between different performance groups are only marginal. The 
frequency of monitoring, which often classifies as a necessary condition, shows marginal 
differences between different enterprise groups. Monitoring is neither more nor less intensive 
in different performance groups. Furthermore, high-performers have no substantially different 
technique of monitoring in place compared to low-performers. Stable enterprises tend to have 
a stronger market focus (monitoring their own market only). In this regard, market monitoring 
goes along with a top-down leadership, modification and knowledge input. It could be shown 
that a stronger market focus is related to stricter control and leadership in relation to strategic 
stability. However, when a strong market focus goes together with less intensive monitoring 
and knowledge exchange than this is related to low performance. These results call for a 
proper coordination of monitoring, modification and knowledge exchange in enterprises. 
However, for the sole element of monitoring within the steering mechanism, the analysis 
could not reveal any substantiated structural peculiarities between different performance and 
stability groups. Hence, P3a cannot be supported.  
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Regarding proposition 3b (modification), both QCA results show that it is a decisive factor 
for the dimension revision. In line with the overall inclusion of employees and future 
orientation of the enterprises it could be shown that the depth of modification (how far-
reaching and integrative modification is) is a sufficient condition and influences also other 
conditions in the dimension revision. The depth of modification makes a clear difference for 
both strategic stability and performance, while frequency and range of modification only play 
a minor role, especially for distinguishing the behavior of stable enterprises from instable 
enterprises. Although these differences do not appear so strong in the descriptive statistic, the 
QCA results found support for P3b.  
Finally, proposition 3c (learning/knowledge exchange) can also be supported. Although the 
allowance of knowledge exchange with employees finds similar support for different 
enterprise groups, both high and stable performing enterprises allow for a stronger input of 
employee, customer and partner knowledge in combination. In fact, learning and knowledge 
sharing play a role for all enterprises, but again stable and high-performing enterprises do not 
focus so much on the institutional means of learning and knowledge exchange but on the 
informal, personal exchange. Yet, regarding the differences between informal and 
institutionalized internal knowledge exchange, the strong coding ambiguity of learninginst 
should be seen with caution. However, in combination with the targeted communication 
activities with customers this overall more informal approach towards communication 
strategy or mission statement of the enterprise seems to draw an important difference between 
high and low-performing enterprises. In addition, the input from employees draws a clear 
difference for both high-performing and stable enterprises with regard to their low-performing 
and unstable peers. Therefore, P3c can be also supported for the mechanism. 
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5.  Discussion of results: introducing Guided Long-Term Inclusive 
Planning (GLTIP) 
The overall question of sustainable competitive advantage in highly dynamic markets leads to 
a discussion how enterprises manage strategic tensions over time. In particular, it raises the 
issue of strategic stability and change, and the underlying management and organizational 
issues. To recall, the research questions of this thesis are: 
1. Is there a deliberate mechanism for managing stability and change of the enterprise 
strategy? 
2. How does such a mechanism look like and how is it anchored in the enterprise? 
3. What are the differences between high and low-performing enterprises regarding such 
a mechanism? 
In order to answer the three research questions it is useful to first discuss the mechanism of 
strategic ambidexterity, which then automatically leads to a discussion about how high-
performers deal with strategic stability and change, as well as how this influences their long-
term performance over time. As has been argued, the outcomes performance and strategic 
stability form an analytical two-dimensional space, in which the different elements of the 
mechanism situate. The results are presented in such a two dimensional space, covering 
performance on the y-axis and strategic stability on the x-axis (figure 37). With regard to the 
mechanism, six out of nine propositions can be confirmed. They constitute to be important 
elements in the steering mechanism and are responsible for variations between different 
performance and stability groups.   
In figure 37 the nine propositions building the mechanism of strategic ambidexterity – that 
was theoretically developed in chapter 3 – are positioned in the two-dimensional space 
performance and strategic stability. The graph illustrates to what degree propositions can be 
confirmed or not. Each circle represents one proposition. The position of each circle within 
the graph is determined by the results from descriptive statistics and the QCA analysis for 
both outcomes. The degree of corroboration of the proposition determines its position along 
the x- and y-axis. The zero-point of the axis marks “proposition not supported/minor 
differences”. When differences between enterprises regarding performance and strategic 
stability are high and when CQA results show sufficiency regarding conditions used to test 
the proposition toward the outcome performance and strategic stability, the proposition is 
confirmed and positioned in the upper-right quadrant. For example proposition P1a (long-
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term responsibility) has been confirmed for performance, and it holds also true for strategic 
stability. Consequently, it is positioned in the upper right quadrant of the graph. Figure 37 
summarizes this complex relationship and draws implications for the relationship between the 
mechanism of strategic ambidexterity, performance, and strategic stability or change. 
Figure 37: Overview of support for propositions for the outcomes performance and strategic stability 
Six elements have been proved to be relevant for a mechanism of strategic ambidexterity. 
They are positioned in the upper right quadrant of figure 37. As could be shown, the long-
term responsibility for strategic issues, the definition of long-term, future-oriented and 
ambitious objectives as well as the depth of modification are highly sufficient conditions 
towards the outcomes high performance and strategic stability. They go along with an 
informal, targeted and inclusive alignment and knowledge exchange in the enterprise. In 
addition, the growth intention and stability of growth intention is higher in high-performing 
and stable enterprise. Although being sufficient in most enterprise groups, it was found that 
low and unstable performers often have insufficient regimes of growth intention in 
combination with other elements of the mechanism on place. Clearly, high and stable 
performing enterprises are different regarding these six elements of the mechanism for 
strategic ambidexterity.  
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For the three remaining elements planning, monitoring and experience, this study identified 
only minor differences in combination with other conditions, and hence, could not find 
support for the related propositions. Regarding the implementation of the strategy, the 
analysis revealed not many differences between performance groups. However, the 
configurational analysis showed that high-performing enterprises employ a mix of strict but 
also more flexible planning techniques that go along with a stronger overall future-
orientation. While this rests only on a smaller number of high-performing enterprises, no 
clear, distinguishing scheme of planning could be found for stable enterprises. In addition, 
monitoring itself does not see many differences in terms of sufficiency. However, QCA 
results showed that stable enterprises have a stronger market focus compared to their unstable 
peers. This goes hand in hand with stricter control and top-down leadership. On the other 
hand, low-performing enterprises were found unstable whenever they focus on a single 
market and lack intensive monitoring or knowledge exchange techniques. Altogether, this 
speaks in favor of a proper coordination between the three dimensions of the strategic 
ambidexterity mechanism in line with the strategic position. Finally, former industry or 
management experience was not found to have an influence on steering strategic 
ambidexterity. Its presences had no impact on other conditions in the mechanism.  
Interestingly, there is no proposition that is only fully valid for performance, but not for 
stability groups (compare the upper left quadrant in figure 37). Similarly, no proposition does 
fully apply for stable, but not for high-performing enterprises only (lower right quadrant). The 
six identified elements of the mechanism make a difference between performance and 
stability groups. This allows for a meaningful conclusion about the strategic behavior of high-
performing enterprises with regard to strategic stability and change.  
Taken together, the strategic behavior that differentiates low from high-performing enterprises 
with regard to the balancing of strategic stability and change and the underlying strategic 
management and organizational processes can be classified as Guided Long-Term Inclusive 
Planning (GLTIP). GLTIP unifies core behavioral aspects of the mechanism employed, based 
on durability, responsibilities and management techniques.  
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Guided: In high-performing enterprises the driver, an executive or group of executives, turns 
out to be the central actor(s). In order to be high-performing in the long run, a certain long-
term responsibility is needed. This long-term guidance makes a decisive difference between 
low and high-performing enterprises. Low-performing enterprises were found to have 
frequent changes in responsibility. As could be shown, long-term responsibility has a strong 
influence on structures and behavior within the enterprise. It influences, for example, the 
definition of objectives or the inclusion of internal and external knowledge into the strategy 
(re)formulation processes. The driver has a strong influence on setting the corresponding 
elements in the mechanism in line with the given market focus and stability situation.  
Long-term: Besides the driver’s long-term responsibility, some elements of the mechanism 
remain stable for a longer timeframe in high-performing enterprises than in low-performing 
enterprises. Above all, strategic objectives remain stable over a longer period of time. This 
goes together with a clear focus and stickiness of the overall strategy. If there is a need for 
strategic change, it is more often triggered by proactive changes like geographical expansion 
or product- or customer-related changes rather than by more reactive changes like decreasing 
market share or more complex products. It appears that such change is incorporated in the 
enterprise strategy with a mix of strict and flexible implementation techniques. The flexible 
part here marks a significant future-orientation in defining objectives, and analyzing how 
changes might actually affect future markets and enterprise developments.  
Inclusive: High-performing enterprises share a similar way of communication and knowledge 
exchange with their followers. They do not focus so much on institutional activities, but rather 
on informal means, like personal discussions with employees or external stakeholders. 
Employees of the enterprise are taken along the journey and are duly informed and consulted 
once a strategic change is decided. Thus internally, high-performing enterprises rely on a 
more inclusive regime of alignment and knowledge exchange than their low-performing 
peers. Regarding external stakeholders, low-performers are more active, relying on more 
formal activities than high-performers. However, high-performers have a more inclusive way 
also here, focusing more on personal talks and joint projects with customers in particular, 
which also speaks in favor of a more focused, key-targeted strategy approach. All in all, this 
inclusive alignment plays a huge role for the strategic outline and development of high-
performing enterprises.  
Chapter 5: Discussion of Results: Introducing Guided Long-Term Inclusive Planning                                      216 
 
Planning: Although planning has been found to be a controversial element in the steering 
mechanism of strategic ambidexterity, the analysis shows that high-performing enterprises 
employ both, strict planning and more elaborate approaches of analyzing the businesses’ 
present and future competitive position. It is this particular combination of strict control and 
awareness of future market trends that makes a difference in strategic planning and maneuver 
of high-performing enterprises. Even though lower performers have an even stricter control of 
their business model, this control does not seem to materialize into performance gains because 
their strategic flexibility is limited. High-performers use more internal and external sources 
for information about their future paths, while at the same time controlling their current 
business development quite strictly. This increases their overall strategic flexibility.    
At the heart of GLTIP lies the deliberate use of the steering mechanism at the leadership level 
of the enterprise to sense and seize chances and challenges and to reconfigure the business on 
a long-term basis (in line with Teece’s (2007) central roles of dynamic capabilities). GLTIP 
describes how high-performing enterprises set up their steering mechanism for strategic 
stability and change in order to be best equipped for a continuous balancing of stability and 
change in the strategy and business model. However, this does not mean that high 
performance exclusively derives from GLTIP. Rather, the possibility of an enterprise to 
sustain its competitiveness proactively seems to be higher if an enterprise has all elements set 
out in GLTIP than if one or more notions of the GLTIP are not met. GLTIP clearly points to 
the differences how high-performers differ from low-performers with regard to strategic 
ambidexterity as defined here.  
The strategic behavior of high-performing enterprises uncovered in this analysis is in line with 
some facts from research on high-performing enterprises presented in chapter 2. High-
performing enterprises grow, compete and prosper by having a clear vision, and a strong 
commitment and management guidance to reach long-term-oriented objectives (Barringer et 
al., 2005; Simon, 2007; 2012; Gabrielsson et al, 2008). High performance is related to strong 
leadership, effective knowledge-sharing and organizational learning (Hambrick & Crozier, 
1985; McDougall et al., 1994; Barringer et al., 2005; Simon, 2007, 2012; Gabrielsson et al., 
2008). The results of this study support these findings. They show that some key 
characteristics of high-performing enterprises account not only for their competitiveness at 
one point of time, but are indeed important for securing long-term competitiveness. The 
results also provide new insights on how high-performing enterprises actually use and 
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combine particular modes of flexibility and strictness in leadership and alignment, strategy 
formulation, implementation, monitoring, modification, and knowledge sharing at all 
enterprise levels. Finally the results show how high-performing enterprises consider paths 
towards the attainment of objectives and possible alternatives in the future. Although it is not 
possible to classify firms in this study as Hidden Champions, Gazelles or Born Globals, the 
analysis of different performance groups over time adds new knowledge to the discussion on 
high-performing enterprises. The results of this study extend the knowledge of how 
enterprises can build long-term competitiveness 
In this regard, one point is of importance for the future direction of the study of sustainable 
competitive advantage. Interestingly, the results show parallels to what Hambrick & Crozier 
(1985) found in 30 interviews with executives of high-growth enterprises already 30 years 
ago. In their conclusion they underline: “Our analysis [of rapid growth firms] shows that 
these firms must anticipate and understand the incredible metamorphosis they are 
undergoing. Moreover, these firms must consciously manage the metamorphosis, bringing 
people, systems, and processes in line with new and heightened demands of the exploding 
organizations. But, paradoxically, they must not discard the values and techniques that have 
allowed their growth in the first place. They must create a balance between yesterday and 
tomorrow“, (ibid., p. 45). While one could argue that their study took place in completely 
different economic circumstances with less competition, globalization and tensions to 
manage, the similar results of their study indicate that some particular behavioral, 
organizational and strategic patterns persisted over three decades. The combination of 
research on the characteristics of high-performing enterprises with recent theories to 
understand the strategic behavior for gaining sustainable competitive advantage seems to 
point into the right direction.  
The results also provide new knowledge about dynamic capabilities. Since Teece (2012) 
called for research on how enterprises organize and manage dynamic capabilities, the results 
indicate that high-performing enterprises continuously deal with chances and challenges from 
dynamic markets in a very specific way. Most importantly, it could be shown that it is a 
combined view on the actual activities related to sensing, seizing and reconfiguring (Teece, 
2007) with different strategic decision making and strategic management processes such as 
analyzing, formulating, implementing, controlling and evaluating a strategy with an 
organizational perspective that brings a hallmark to the discussion of sustainable competitive 
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advantage. For example monitoring (sensing), learning (seizing), and modification 
(reconfiguration) alone do not show many differences between performance groups. They 
must be combined and bounded by a proper organizational regime. GLTIP highlights that it is 
in fact a combination of different elements in the underlying steering mechanism within the 
entire organization that enables enterprises to create a reasonable ratio of stability and change 
and performance setting of enterprises. The GLTIP findings support the view that dynamic 
capabilities are related to decentralization, cospecialization and targeted alignment. In 
addition, the link between the enterprise strategy and dynamic capabilities – as conceptualized 
in this study – has been recently underlined by Teece (2014). In an attempt to move the 
central questions about dynamic capabilities away from what they are to how they work in 
organizations in relation to performance, GLTIP provides useful insights to the discussion of 
dynamic capabilities.    
The findings do also add new knowledge to the broad field of ambidexterity research. In 
particular, this work contributes to research on organizational ambidexterity by establishing 
and testing a mechanism to manage and organize the complex interfaces between strategic 
tensions in enterprises. This has been identified as a major gap in recent work on 
organizational ambidexterity (O’Reilly & Tushman, 2013, p. 332). It could be shown that the 
concept of strategic ambidexterity is a promising avenue to understand how enterprises deal 
with tensions in dynamic environments. When describing the sensing, seizing and 
reconfiguring of dynamic capabilities O’Reilly & Tushman (2008) referred to long-term 
commitment, decentralization, differentiation, targeted integration, future-orientation, 
different modes of knowledge-sharing or the ability of the senior leadership to orchestrate 
complex trade-offs. The results of this study support this, too. In addition, GLTIP represents a 
combination of formal and informal coordination techniques that show some similarities with 
those identified in the concept of ambidextrous leadership by Mom et al. (2009), e.g. the 
combination of formal guidance and inclusiveness. However, GLTIP and strategic 
ambidexterity go beyond this leadership perspective by introducing a conception that 
incorporates the entire enterprise organization and the underlying strategic management 
aspects of analyzing, formulating, implementing, controlling and evaluating a strategic 
position. In this regard, GLTIP and strategic ambidexterity combine knowledge from how 
enterprises detect, monitor, steer, coordinate and balance stability and change of the enterprise 
strategy with a clear link to performance.  
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Moreover, a stronger focus on the enterprise strategy as the primary source of objective and 
value definition has the advantage that all underlying tensions in the enterprise (e.g. senior 
team, alignment, and learning) can be much better understood than looking at the more 
inconsistent, broad and innovation-related dual force of exploitation and exploration. While 
recent research on dynamic capabilities and ambidexterity is rather complex, fragmented and 
tends to go into detailed conceptions, a concentration around the enterprise strategy is able to 
reduce complexity and analyze interrelations. A focus on the enterprise strategy and on its 
implementation can also serve as an anchor for a more suitable understanding and 
operationalization of ambidexterity (Turner et al., 2013, p. 328). 
This is also in line with recent concepts of a reasonable ratio of stability and change at the 
strategic level of an enterprise. Strategic ambidexterity as defined in this work is able to 
outline a proper set of system boundaries as discussed by Schreyögg & Sydow (2010). GLTIP 
shows how high-performing enterprises behave in such a system. Also, strategic 
ambidexterity serves as an important anchor for controlling tensions at the operational level of 
an enterprise. This is in line with Farjoun (2010). He argues that stability and change can be 
mutually reinforcing forces which in turn influence and control other tensions in the 
enterprise. The overall understanding of the tensions affecting enterprises in today’s highly 
dynamic and competitive landscape and the overall boundaries of attention get more 
systemized and less complex under a strategic roof. In consequence, enterprises are better 
suited to react to rapid internal and external changes. In this regard, the outcome-condition-
relationship of the mechanism discussed here goes together with what has been found an 
effect of ambidexterity on firm performance (e.g. Gibson & Birkinshaw, 2004; He & Wong, 
2004; Aulakh & Sarkar, 2005; Lubatkin et al., 2006; Jansen et al., 2009; Derbyshire, 2014). 
While QCA explicitly says that there is no direct influence of the conditions on the outcome, 
the differences found in GLTIP allow the conclusion that there is at least an indirect 
relationship between strategic ambidexterity, GLTIP and performance.  
The strategic long-term orientation one finds in high-performing enterprises brings also some 
new insights into the discussion of corporate governance, especially on the succession of 
management responsibilities on a long-term basis (cp. Filatotchev et al., (2006), Tricker 
(2012,  pp. 152 and  pp. 470) and Teece (2014)). The apparent differences between high and 
low-performing enterprises regarding their continuity in leadership responsibilities speak in 
favor of the guided and long-term oriented governance in Mittelstand enterprises. Obviously 
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this long-term responsibility positively influences the overall ability of an enterprise to 
perceive chances and challenges and to proactively make the best out of new competitive 
circumstances. It increases commitment and the overall information alertness of an enterprise. 
Finally, it provides clear guidance to reach set objectives. Therefore, the results of this study 
suggest that there is no illusion of long-term control and ownership as often found in 
corporate governance research (Filatotchev et al., 2006). The continuity and clarity of 
management responsibilities constitutes an important prerequisite for long-term 
competitiveness. In addition, since this study uses data that includes a significant economic 
downturn (data from 2008-2012), the results show that long-term responsibility and guidance 
seem to be important for navigating the enterprise through turbulences. While the question of 
corporate governance is always a question of enterprise size, legal background, and 
shareholder structure, the sample used here shows that long-term responsibility of 
management, leadership and ownership in combination with the other elements of GLTIP can 
work in a frame of up to 750 employees. Although the data used here does not provide 
information on the shareholder structure of the 74 enterprises in the sample, GLTIP seems to 
be a particular mode of high-performing Mittelstand enterprises in Germany.  
Finally, this study has some merits with regard to the methodological discussion on analyzing 
sustainable competitive advantage. While most recent studies on ambidexterity and dynamic 
capabilities have been of quantitative nature or substantially based on singular or small-N case 
data, the medium-N configurational approach used in this study proved to be powerful with 
regard to a more fine-grained analysis of complex, yet parsimonious solutions. Furthermore, 
this work adds to the uprising interest in the contingency theory in strategic management as 
described by Peteraf and Reed (2007): since QCA represents a systematic and transparent 
approach to analyze the configurational outcome-condition relationship, it could be 
considered more often in similar research settings of contingency. So far, research of strategic 
stability and change in an enterprise stays on the conceptual level. This work, however, 
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6. Management implications: GLTIP in action  
The results of this study may have important implications for managers and enterprise 
executives. As this work shows, the dynamism of today’s business world produces major 
obstacles for enterprises. Enterprises’ decision makers face the complexity of strategic and 
operational decisions on a daily basis. A strategic decision that was promising at one point in 
time can be challenged quickly by a new competitive environment. This has a severe impact 
on the stability and change of business models and strategy.  
This study identifies strategic and organizational similarities of high-performing businesses 
and shows how these businesses cope with the challenges described above. On the basis of 
these results practical implications and recommendations for SMEs can be derived.    
One possible approach to deal with the challenges of dynamic markets and to secure a 
reasonable ratio of strategic stability and change is GLTIP. GLTIP represents a specific 
combination of formal and informal management techniques. As much as formal techniques 
are needed for management guidance, the key to successfully balance strategic stability and 
change is to make the whole enterprise continuously attentive towards new challenges and 
chances. A combination of formally implemented measures of guidance and planning and 
informal activities to stay attentive makes a difference with regard to performance. The 
practical implications of GLTIP can be classified as follows:  
Guided & Planned: Defining, guiding and planning of business objectives are core 
responsibility of the enterprise leadership and should be based on formal management 
techniques. Some examples of formal tools and measures are enterprise planning systems, 
performance indicators like cash flow or economic value, the continuous control of key 
performance measures, management by objectives or the formal definition and controlling of 
production and service processes.  
Next, it is important to translate the quantitative data into short-term and long-term objectives 
that are understood and achievable at every enterprise level. It is important to notice that in 
dynamic environments formal guidance and planning form an important organizational and 
strategic pillar of high-performing businesses. The role of the enterprise leadership is to 
formulate coherent, precise and clear quantitative and strategic objectives and to control them 
on a short- and long-term basis. In order to do so, analytic and operational guidance is 
extremely important. Therefore, the leadership should build a business intelligence system that 
alerts the leadership and allows steering the business through changes.  
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Inclusive: Formal guidance and planning are only one side of the coin. In order to find the 
right balance of strategic stability and change, it is important to install informal inclusion 
procedures and tools in the enterprise. Inclusion in this context refers to the participation of 
employees at all enterprise levels in the strategy development. Useful techniques of a more 
informal and inclusive nature are workshops, debriefing, trend and scenario analyses, 
moderated portfolio analysis, balanced scorecard (Kaplan & Norton, 2005), strategic mapping, 
or strategic issue management, quality circles, or plan games and IT-supported cooperation 
and business development tools. All these techniques increase the possibility of the enterprise 
to identify strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats, strategic gaps, market dynamics, 
product dynamics and other relevant issues of the business. In comparison to formal guidance 
and planning, these informal techniques produce more qualitative, soft facts and scenarios.  
However, they open the perspective of the enterprise leadership. At the same time, inclusion 
and involvement increase the employees’ motivation and identification with the enterprise. 
This inclusion provides incentives to increase sensibility and creativity regarding the 
achievement of enterprise objectives. The role of the enterprise leadership is to build and steer 
a business intelligence system that is a combination of formal guidance and informal and 
inclusive alertness at all enterprise levels.   
The issue of inclusion does not only affect internal stakeholders of the enterprise. In high-
performing enterprises targeted, informal communication with customers and partners is more 
often found than in low-performing enterprises. In this regard, the communication of 
objectives and values is most promising on informal and personal grounds, while focusing on 
specific target groups. As much as strategic messages must be communicated to internal 
stakeholders, the informal inclusion of customers – not so much through formalized 
techniques such as surveys or special offers – seems to be a promising exercise. While this 
may most probably materialize in niche-oriented branches with a smaller but more specialized 
product portfolio (like mechanical engineering), the consideration of a more informal, but 
targeted alignment with customers and partners may also be worth in other business contexts. 
This has much to do with the identification and motivation of customers to use and further 
develop a product. In times of cloud intelligence (e.g. internet feedback from customers in 
products and services) this is developing in new dimensions. Although being informal, 
communication needs to be planned. This is necessary in order to effectively generate, store 
and analyze feedback regarding the competitive position over time. Ideally, the management 
or executive level develops this informal communication as another core task of guidance.  
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Long-term: In dynamic markets strategic management processes and techniques are not 
incremental, but represent continuous parallel activities of the enterprise. Analyzing, 
formulating, implementing, controlling and evaluating a strategy is not anymore an 
incremental process following one step after another (as often classified by strategic 
management literature, cp. Bea & Haas, 2013) but a continuous process. As could be shown, a 
certain long-term orientation is necessary to keep the enterprise on track. Therefore, the 
enterprise leadership has to ensure that formal and informal management techniques function 
and coexist on a long-term basis.  
This study clearly shows that long-term responsibilities at the executive level make a 
difference. Therefore, enterprises must ensure that strategic responsibilities are kept stable, 
especially when more than one person is involved. The longer an executive has insights into 
the enterprise’s development and strategic outline, its faults, obstacles and best-practices, the 
greater its possibilities to positively influence the future development of the enterprise. This 
applies especially when a new executive enters the field. He or she needs assistance to learn to 
consider as much competitive history and strategic positions that an enterprise took over the 
years as possible. The more a new executive gets acquainted with the competitive history of 
an enterprise, the more he or she will be able to understand future competitive challenges of 
an enterprise. All in all, results of this study show that high performance is not so much 
associated with a fresh start when business responsibilities are passed on, but rather with 
strategic continuity.  
The long-term responsibility of strategic decision-making has an impact on the future 
competitive position of an enterprise. Results show that the deliberate analysis and projection 
of future developments and challenges make a significant difference regarding enterprise 
performance. Therefore, multiple time frames ought to be considered for defining and 
discussing future objectives and developments, e.g. where do I see the business in 3, 5 or 10 
years; what may challenge my business within this timeframe. The installation of future-
oriented alert-systems that consider the input of employees and external stakeholders can help 
to achieve this goal. Employees that produce new ideas relevant to the strategic (re)framing 
process and assess the input from customers can be important impulses with regard to 
strategic decisions. The same holds true for customers’ input. As this study shows, it is this 
particular combination of strict control of the business development with a broad and 
inclusive assessment of future competitive developments that seem to make a difference 
between high and low-performing enterprises. 
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One central role of the enterprise leadership is to ensure that all enterprise stakeholders willing 
to contribute to the strategic development of the enterprise get the chance to do so. For 
example the strategic coordination can be in one single department, in the responsibility of 
heads of departments, or several “strategic associates” in the departments etc. Since it is 
improbable that all employees or customers are willing to take part, it is important to identify 
and build on those stakeholders that actively signal to contribute to the development of the 
business. This again underlines the importance of a formal steering of all the GLTIP processes 
in the business. In this regard, GLTIP can be used regardless the current organizational form 
of the company. Despite more or less hierarchical forms of the business organization, it is 
important that the enterprise leadership has a strategic affiliate at each enterprise level. This 
study shows that the chances for an effective and successful steering of strategic stability and 
change are high, if there are clear responsibilities regarding all aspects of GLTIP.  
In day-to-day business life there is an imbalance towards quantitative objectives. However, the 
key to long-term competitiveness lies in the combination of hard and soft, of quantitative and 
qualitative facts, and formal and informal business intelligence systems. All processes and 
tools must be understood as continuous measures and should be used regularly by the 
enterprise leadership. Since the level of depth of strategic analysis is much deeper in high-
performing enterprises, executives must ensure the integration of all enterprise levels into the 
strategic updating process.  
The enterprise management must be aware of the challenges that the issue of strategic 
stability and change brings with. By combining formal and informal techniques on a regular 
basis, GLTIP can help standardizing the way how enterprises can combine guidance and 
planning with inclusion of business intelligence on a long-term basis. Complexity of strategic 
decisions does not mean that the organizational set-up needs to be complex. It is the 
combination of guidance and inclusion that helps enterprises to keep track of their future 
strategic position in unclear competitive environments.  
Furthermore, GLTIP can be helpful in finding the right balance between strategic stability and 
change while being at the beginning or at the peak of the enterprise life cycle. Of course, it is 
possible that an enterprise can perform badly because of unforeseen competitive challenges at 
any point of time. However, GLTIP minimizes the possibility of such unforeseen events 
through setting and controlling the gradual development path of the enterprise. Since most 
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high-performing enterprises such as Hidden Champions, Gazelles or Born Globals do – from 
all what we know – improve their primarily stable business models gradually, the results of 
this study show that GLTIP can be one approach how to secure long-term competitiveness 
regardless the current competitive position. 
All in all, the particular patterns of GLTIP underline that it is decisive for long-term 
competitiveness that enterprises stay attentive at all levels, in order to proactively shape their 
competitive environment rather than being haunted and forced to react by its competitors. The 
combination of such integrative behavior with formal guidance and planning and a conscious 
long-term orientation is strongly related to high performance. A stable strategy can be 
successful for a certain time, but it can be challenged quickly by potential threats as well as 
chances. Whether market change is perceived as a chance or will be experienced as a threat 
depends on the ability of the enterprise to find the right balance of strategic stability and 
change. 
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7. Conclusions, limitations and directions for future research 
The business world is changing fast. During the last 20 years more complex, globalized, fast 
moving and dynamic competitive environments emerged. However, enterprises are able to 
come up with strategic and organizational patterns to cope with this development. This work 
showed that high-performing enterprises differ from low-performing enterprises in terms of 
their long-term strategic development. It was found that high-performers in fact deliberately 
deal with strategic ambidexterity and this seems to make a difference. Some central findings 
of this study are promising to understand sustainable competitive advantage in highly 
dynamic markets in more detail in the future.  
Six core elements of the strategic ambidexterity mechanism help enterprises to find the right 
balance of stability and change in their strategy, so that they can defend and strengthen their 
competitive advantage: long-term responsibility in leadership, long-term and future-oriented 
objectives, integrative modification practices, targeted and informal communication, 
knowledge exchange on a personal basis and the intention for growth.  
High-performing enterprises integrate these elements in their organization in a particular way 
that can be classified as Guided Long-Term Inclusive Planning (GLTIP).  It describes how 
high-performing enterprises organize and manage strategic stability and change. In this 
regard, GLTIP stands for long-term strategic responsibility and executive guidance, a 
comprehensive consideration of long-term future development paths of the business, and the 
inclusion of all enterprise levels and external stakeholders for the strategic assessment. 
Furthermore, there is a particular combination of strict control of the current business model 
on the one hand and planning in terms of alertness and openness for possible strategic 
alternatives on the other. All in all, GLTIP marks a clear difference in the strategic behavior 
between high and low-performing enterprises. Compared to their low-performing peers high-
performers employ a particular set of formal and informal management techniques that allows 
for greater a strategic flexibility and maneuver.  
While recent research on ambidexterity focused on the questions of what strategic tensions 
are, and when and why strategic tensions come up in enterprises, this study contributes to the 
discussion of how enterprises can manage strategic stability and change. In doing so, it 
delivers an alternative conception of strategic ambidexterity, defined as a deliberate 
mechanism to detect, monitor, steer, coordinate and balance stability and change of the 
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enterprise strategy. As could be shown, a focus on the enterprise strategy and the underlying 
strategic management processes can be useful to curtail the complexity of research on 
sustainable competitive advantage in general, and ambidexterity and dynamic capabilities in 
particular. A stronger connection of research on the characteristics of high-performing 
enterprises with strategic management research also proves to be useful.  
There are a couple of limitations to this study which also leave room for future research issues 
of strategic stability and change, ambidexterity, dynamic capabilities as well as sustainable 
competitive advantage. The first critique regards the focus on a single industry. The 
mechanical engineering industry met several preconditions that qualified it for the study of 
strategic stability or change: being one of the biggest industries in Germany, mechanical 
engineering saw a significant down- and upturn during the years of 2008-2012, while at the 
same time having many internal dynamics such as a high export and internationalization as 
well as innovation rate. Although those facts make it an ideal subject for this study, results 
may not be valid for other industrial contexts because there might be different levels of 
internal and external dynamics as well as competitive circumstances. Also, since mechanical 
engineering constitutes an industry with highly specialized products and services, other 
industries with a stronger consumer focus, or product and service depth may behave 
differently in terms of strategic ambidexterity. Future research could test the results for 
different industries and also geographical settings.   
Another point of critique regards the focus on small and medium sized enterprises. While it 
was found that SMEs make a share of 87% of all enterprises in the mechanical engineering 
industry in Germany, the results may not be transferable to smaller or larger enterprises with 
regards to the underlying organizational and leadership patterns. For example, smaller 
enterprises may by nature be far more dependent on a stronger inclusion of employees or 
customers than enterprises with 100-750 employees. In contrast, larger enterprises may have 
more institutionalized, complex and formal steering systems that are significantly different 
from decision systems in SMEs. However, it could be shown that the study of SMEs is well 
suited for uncovering the functioning of a steering mechanism of strategic ambidexterity.  
Another issue regards the measurement of performance using turnover development over 
time. While such an approach has been identified by empirical researchers of ambidexterity as 
a reliable measure of enterprise performance, other enterprise research contexts made use of 
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profitability or employment growth/decline over time. Although turnover arguably can be a 
good predictor for performance in highly-specialized, high-price and niche-oriented industries 
such as mechanical engineering, future research may test the strategic ambidexterity 
mechanism using profitability, employment growth or other related measures as an outcome 
or dependent variable. This would also consolidate whether performance differences hold true 
for other outcome measures.  
Since the data of the survey is based on a self-assessment of executives or members of the 
enterprise leadership, there is the issue of a common method bias. Although I tried to deal 
with this limitation by ensuring the anonymity of answers, by assessing the confidentiality of 
answers in the pretest, as well as offering rather qualitative than scale-based questions, this 
issues cannot be totally ruled out. A good argument of real executive participation may also 
be the high interest for receiving the results of this study, which shows that the topic of 
strategic stability and change seems to hit a nerve in enterprises daily business life (62 out of 
74 enterprises asked to receive study results). However, like in every enterprise study in 
general, and with regard to the delicate issue of enterprise strategy in particular, a certain 
trade-off between anonymity and familiarity is needed. This could be overcome in future 
studies with a non-anonymous assessment of enterprises.  
Another point of critique refers to the anonymity of data in the application of QCA for this 
study. While it could be shown that QCA has a number of advantages with regard to the 
complex, and two-dimensional outcome model in comparison to case-studies and quantitative 
studies, its application is limited by the fact that case knowledge is restricted to knowledge 
gained in the questionnaire. This “going back to the cases” is a substantial part of each QCA 
(Ragin & Sonnet, 2005). After conducting the analysis of sufficient conditions, corresponding 
cases in each solution should be addressed once again, in order to confront them with the 
knowledge gained from the configurational analysis. While this study discussed additional 
case knowledge only through qualitative questionnaire data, a direct addressing of the 
enterprises was not possible because the anonymity of the survey does not allow for any 
direct confrontation of cases afterwards. In contrast, this study followed the approach of using 
QCA as a bridge between model specification and case orientation (Rohwer, 2010). The 
denomination of each case (e.g. e1_hgr_s) made it possible to draw conclusions on the two-
dimensional performance/strategic stability space. In addition, the entire questionnaire 
knowledge was taken to assess and compare different performers within a solution path and 
also across the three dimensions of the mechanism.  
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Future research about the underlying steering mechanism of strategic stability and change 
could depart where this csQCA analysis stops. The reduced mechanism with six elements 
could be tested with a limited number of cases from two different performance outcome 
settings in order to further gather knowledge about the interaction of elements on a more 
qualitative ground, and not anonymously. Such exercise may also reveal important knowledge 
about the behavior over time. Although this study’s model has a dynamic focus, the actual 
data does only retrospectively assess dynamic developments. This is where longitudinal 
studies of the reduced steering mechanism could also make sense.  
A final point of critique regards the operationalization using dichotomous measures. Such 
dichotomization has been criticized for a substantial loss of information (De Meur et al., 
2008). However, there are good reasons for applying a csQCA in this study. The rather 
qualitative, simpler and more straight-forward way of operationalization is better suited to 
analyze the complex model than a more differentiated way. However, the dichotomization 
also brings issues of coding ambiguities on the table that could be overcome with different 
operationalization measures. Yet, with the reduced model in hand, future studies may attempt 
to perform a fsQCA or quantitative studies based on an ordinal or metric operationalization. 
Now that the complexity of the model shrank from nine to six sufficient conditions, such 
research could further fine-tune and test the result.    
In general, due to the medium-N design applied here, the results can be moderately 
generalized. As has been shown, this study finds differences in the mechanism of strategic 
ambidexterity between high and low-performers (N=51), as well as including the control 
group of medium-performers (N=74). Despite the limitations discussed above, the results find 
modest generalization for enterprises that follow similar structures like SMEs in the 
mechanical engineering industry in Germany (with a size of 100-750 employees).   
Altogether, this study presents new findings in the field of organizational ambidexterity and 
dynamic capabilities. Above all, it supports that organizational ambidexterity and dynamic 
capabilities should be discussed as interrelated concepts. By combining both approaches, the 
configurational analysis adds new knowledge to the nature, combination and interrelation of 
dynamic capabilities with regard to managing strategic tensions. Moreover, it could be shown 
that complex models of underlying management issues of sustainable competitive advantage 
should be integrative in terms of different enterprise levels (strategy, organization, leadership 
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etc.). Future research can use such an approach in general with regard to the ambidexterity-
performance-link, or in particular to test and further develop the reduced mechanism of this 
study with different empirical techniques and samples.  
This work also contributes to the discussion of empirical approaches to sustainable 
competitive advantage. By applying a medium-N, comparative and configurational research 
design and a csQCA, this study shows that such an approach can handle complex, and 
partially dynamic research models with a reasonable trade-off between thick, qualitative case 
knowledge and broad, generalizable quantitative, variable-based models. This follows recent 
calls for multidisciplinarity and time-sensitive empirical research on enterprise 
competitiveness. 
All in all, this work adds new knowledge to the discussion of sustainable competitive 
advantage. While the “holy grail” of competitiveness (Helfat & Peteraf, 2009, p. 91) still 
highly depends on what an enterprise actually delivers to customers, the study presents how 
enterprises organize to defend and strengthen their competitive advantage even under highly 
dynamic and competitive circumstances, and how high and low-performing enterprises differ 
in this regard.  
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Annex 2: Questionnaire with coding (German version) 
Fragebogen  
Forschungsprojekt                                          
Sehr geehrte Damen und Herren,  
vielen Dank, dass Sie sich 10 Minuten Zeit zum Ausfüllen des vorliegenden Fragebogens nehmen. Die 
Befragung ist anonym. Alle von Ihnen angegebenen Informationen werden streng vertraulich 
behandelt. Daten zu Ihrem Unternehmen werden nicht veröffentlicht und dienen ausschließlich 
Forschungszwecken. Falls Sie Interesse an der Auswertung der Ergebnisse haben, so können Sie dies 
im hinteren Teil des Fragebogens angeben.  
1. Wer ist in Ihrem Unternehmen hauptverantwortlich für die Unternehmensstrategie? Wer legt 
die strategischen Ziele des Unternehmens fest? 
 
Eine Person        SOURCERESP {1} 
  
   
Mehrere Personen       SOURCERESP {0}  
 
2. In Bezug auf Frage 1: Ist dies/sind dies…? (Mehrfachantworten möglich)   
 
der Geschäftsführer   der Unternehmenseigner  
    




    
3. Seit wann sind die Verantwortlichen mit dieser Aufgabe betraut? 
 
< 1 Jahr   1-3 Jahre  4-10 Jahre           >10 Jahre
 SOURCEDURU {0}  SOURCEDURU {0}  SOURCEDURU {1}      SOURCEDURU {1}
  
 
Seit Unternehmensgründung, im Jahr_________________      SOURCEDURU {1} 
 
 
4. Wie häufig hat sich in Ihrem Unternehmen in den letzten 10 Jahren die Zuständigkeit für die 
Unternehmensstrategie geändert? 
 
Nie   1-2 mal   Öfter als 2 mal 
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5. Was haben Sie beruflich gemacht, bevor Sie begonnen haben in einer leitenden Position in 
Ihrem Unternehmen zu arbeiten? 
 
Ich habe im selben Unternehmen in einer anderen Position gearbeitet.   
     EXPERIENCEINDU{1} EXPERIENCEMANA{0} 
Ich war in derselben Branche in einer leitenden Position tätig.                    
     EXPERIENCEINDU{1} EXPERIENCEMANA{1} 
Ich war in einer anderen Branche in einer leitenden Position tätig.       
     EXPERIENCEINDU{0} EXPERIENCEMANA{1} 
Ich war in einem anderen Unternehmen der gleichen Branche, aber nicht in einer 
leitenden Position tätig.    EXPERIENCEINDU{1} EXPERIENCEMANA{0} 
 
Ich war in einer anderen  Branche und nicht in einer leitenden Position tätig.    
      EXPERIENCEINDU{0} EXPERIENCEMANA{0} 
 Nichts von alledem    EXPERIENCEINDU{0} EXPERIENCEMANA{0}
    
 
   
6. Unternehmenswachstum: Wie stehen Sie dazu? 
 
Wachstum ist ein wichtiger Bestandteil unserer Unternehmensstrategie.  
        INTENTION {1}               
Wachstum ist kein vornehmliches Ziel in unserem Unternehmen. Es setzt das 
Unternehmen nur unnötig unter Druck.     INTENTION {0} 
  
Wir treffen keine klaren Aussagen zu Wachstum, da der Markt zu unbeständig ist. 
         INTENTION {0} 
Wir wollen nicht weiter wachsen.      INTENTION {0}  
 
   
     
7. Hat sich Ihre Einstellung zu Unternehmenswachstum in den letzten 10  Jahren geändert? 
 
Ja, Wachstum spielt für uns eine immer wichtigere Rolle in der 
Unternehmensstrategie.   
         
Ja, allerdings hat Wachstum für uns an Bedeutung verloren.   
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8. Wie definieren Sie Ihre Unternehmensziele in erster Linie? Bitte wählen Sie nur eine Antwort 
aus. 
Ich definiere klare messbare Ziele, die ich in einem festgelegten Zeitraum erreichen will 
(z.B. Umsatz, Verkauf, Wachstum).        DEFINITIONCLAR {1} 
Unternehmensziele müssen flexibel bleiben. Messbare Ziele sind für mich nur eine 
Orientierung.          DEFINITIONCLAR {0}  
Qualitative Ziele wie Werte, Qualität, Leistung, Marktführerschaft sind wichtiger als 
messbare Ziele.           DEFINITIONCLAR {1}  
Wir formulieren unsere Unternehmensziele nicht explizit.    DEFINITIONCLAR {0} 
Nichts von alledem        DEFINITIONCLAR {0} 
 




   
 
10. Aus Ihrer Sicht: Wie ambitioniert sind Ihre Unternehmensziele? (auf einer Skala von 1: Nicht 
ambitioniert bis 5: Ambitioniert) 
1       2  3        4  5 
Nicht ambitioniert               Ambitioniert
  
DEFINITIONAMBI {0}  DEFINITIONAMBI {1} 
 
11. Für welchen Zeitraum legen Sie Ihre Unternehmensziele fest? 
          für 1 Jahr oder kürzer          für 2 bis 3 Jahre          für 4 bis 9 Jahre          für 10 Jahre oder länger
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12. Welche Faktoren berücksichtigen Sie bei der Festlegung Ihrer Unternehmensziele? 
(Mehrfachantworten möglich) 
 
--- Bei der Festlegung von Unternehmenszielen berücksichtige ich… 
Jahresbilanzen.      DEFINITIONFUTU {0} 
       
aktuelle Absatzzahlen.     DEFINITIONFUTU {0}       
neu entwickelte Produkte oder Dienstleistungen.   DEFINITIONFUTU {1}   
zukünftige Trends auf dem Markt.         DEFINITIONFUTU {1}    
den  Input unserer Mitarbeiter.          LEARNINGRECI {1} 
den Input von Zulieferern.         LEARNINGINPU {1} 
den Input von Kunden.     LEARNINGINPU {1} 
die Geschäftstätigkeit unserer Konkurrenten.                     LEARNINGINPU {1} 
Nichts von alledem 
Andere:_______________________________________________________________ 
 
13. Wie gehen Sie vor, um zukünftige Marktentwicklungen abzuschätzen?  
(Mehrfachantworten möglich) 
Informelle Diskussionen im Unternehmen      DEFINITIONFUTU {1}   MONITORINGINST {0} 
Regelmäßige Workshops im Unternehmen zur Diskussion und Analyse zukünftiger 
Trends           DEFINITIONFUTU {1}    IMPLEMENTATION {1}   MONITORINGINST {1}
             
Regelmäßige externe Beratung zu Markt- und Technologieentwicklungen          
           DEFINITIONFUTU {1}    IMPLEMENTATION {1}   MONITORINGINST {1}  
Eigens dazu im Unternehmen durchgeführte Marktanalysen          
            DEFINITIONFUTU {1}    IMPLEMENTATION {1}   MONITORINGINST {1} 
Wir haben keine Methode, um zukünftige Marktentwicklungen abzuschätzen. 
                        DEFINITIONFUTU {0}   MONITORINGINST {0} 
Nichts von alledem                   DEFINITIONFUTU {0}   MONITORINGINST {0} 
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14. Mit Hilfe welcher Methoden setzen Sie Ihre Unternehmensstrategie bzw. Unternehmensziele 
um? (Mehrfachantworten möglich) 
 
--- Zur Umsetzung der Strategie und zur Erreichung von Zielen verwende ich… 
einen Geschäftsplan.       IMPLEMENTATION {0}  
vorher klar definierte Prozesse für Organisationsabläufe im Unternehmen.  
         IMPLEMENTATION {0} 
eine regelmäßige Überprüfung festgelegter strategischer Meilensteine durch die 
Geschäftsführung.            IMPLEMENTATION {0}   MONITORINGINST {1} 
Controlling interner Prozesse.           IMPLEMENTATION {0}   MONITORINGINST {1} 
keine strikte Planung, sondern eher  ein systematisches und kontinuierliches 
Weiterentwickeln.        IMPLEMENTATION {1}    
Nichts von alledem  
Andere:____________________________________________________________ 
 
15. Kommunizieren Sie Ihre Unternehmensziele an die eigenen Mitarbeiter?  
(Mehrfachantworten möglich) 
 
Ja, über interne Newsletter/Intranet          ALIGNMENTINST  {1} 
 
Ja, in gemeinsamen Sitzungen, z.B. Informationsveranstaltungen  
              ALIGNMENTINST  {1} 
Ja, in persönlichen Gesprächen           ALIGNMENTINST  {0}  
 
Ja, dezentral über Abteilungsleiter          ALIGNMENTINST  {0} 
 
Nein              ALIGNMENTINST  {0} 
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16. Kommunizieren Sie Ihr Unternehmensleitbild an Kunden bzw. externe Partner/Zulieferer? 






Ja, über Werbung (klassische Werbung, Newsletter, 
Kundenevents usw.)  
  
Ja, über unsere Webseiten 
 
  
Ja, über Vertriebsmitarbeiter oder über Key Account 
Kontakte 
  
Ja, auf institutioneller Ebene, z.B. über Verbände, 
Forschungsinstitutionen 
  
Ja, in gemeinsamen Projekten 
 
  









17. Fließt in Ihrem Unternehmen Mitarbeiterwissen in die Strategieentwicklung ein?  
(Mehrfachantworten möglich) 
 
Ja, über regelmäßigen Austausch, z.B. in Workshops zur Auswertung laufender 
Projekte      LEARNINGRECI {1}   LEARNINGINST {1} 
Ja, über Intranet, Feedbacksysteme etc.  LEARNINGRECI {1}   LEARNINGINST {1} 
 
Ja, in persönlichen Gesprächen mit den Abteilungsleitern   
      LEARNINGRECI {1}   LEARNINGINST {0} 
Ja, in persönlichen Gesprächen mit der Geschäftsführung     
LEARNINGRECI {1}   LEARNINGINST {0} 
Nein, in unserem Unternehmen gibt es keinen strukturierten Wissensaustausch. 
       LEARNINGRECI {0}   LEARNINGINST {0} 
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18. Wie intensiv beobachten Sie Ihren Markt? (Mehrfachantworten möglich) 
Wir beobachten unseren Markt kontinuierlich.    MONITORINGFREQ {1} 
Wir beobachten unseren Markt in regelmäßigen Abständen.  MONITORINGFREQ {1} 
Wir beobachten unseren Markt sporadisch.    MONITORINGFREQ {0} 
Unsere Marktbeobachtung ist eher  intuitiv und basiert auf unserer langjährigen 
Erfahrung.                                                          MONITORINGFREQ {0}   MONITORING INST {0}             
Wir beobachten den Markt gar nicht.  [bitte weiter bei Frage 22]                                                          
          MONITORINGFREQ {0}   MONITORING INST {0}            




19. Beobachten Sie neben der Entwicklung Ihrer eigenen Branche auch andere Branchen, die für 
Ihr Geschäftsfeld relevant sind? 
Ja, und zwar auch Branchen, die nicht unmittelbar mit unserem Geschäftsfeld 
verbunden sind.            MONITORING RANG {1} 
Nein, wir konzentrieren uns ausschließlich auf unsere Branche. MONITORING RANG {0} 
 
 
20. Wie oft überprüfen Sie Ihre Unternehmensstrategie? Welche Aussage trifft für Ihr 
Unternehmen am ehesten zu?  
Regelmäßig: Wir überprüfen unsere Strategie regelmäßig und überarbeiten sie 
gegebenenfalls.                   MODIFICATIONFREQ {1} 
Unregelmäßig: Strategieanpassung ist nur dann erforderlich, wenn es externe und 
interne Entwicklungen notwendig machen.                MODIFICATIONFREQ {0} 
Selten bis nie: Strategieanpassung ist so selten wie möglich durchzuführen. Ich halte 
an den strategischen Zielen in meinem Unternehmen fest und ändere sie nur im 
äußersten Fall.                    MODIFICATIONFREQ {0} 
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21. Wenn Sie feststellen, dass Änderungen an Ihrer Unternehmensstrategie notwendig sind: 
Welche Maßnahmen sind für Sie am wichtigsten? (Auf einer Skala von 1: Überhaupt nicht 
wichtig bis 5: Sehr wichtig) 
 
Die Anpassung meines Geschäftsplans bzw.  der festgelegten Meilensteine. 
1       2  3        4  5 
Überhaupt nicht wichtig                Sehr wichtig 
  
       MODIFICATIONDEPT {1}       MODIFICATIONDEPT {0} 
Die Instruktion von Abteilungsleitern zur geänderten Strategie. 
1        2  3         4  5  
Überhaupt nicht wichtig                  Sehr wichtig 
           MODIFICATIONDEPT {1}        MODIFICATIONDEPT {0}  
Die Analyse möglicher Szenarien, wie sich die Änderungen auf mein Unternehmen auswirken 
werden. 
1        2  3         4  5 
Überhaupt nicht wichtig                 Sehr wichtig 
          MODIFICATIONDEPT {0}      MODIFICATIONDEPT {1}  
Die Einbindung aller Mitarbeiter bei der Umsetzung der neuen Strategie. 
1        2  3         4  5 
             Überhaupt nicht wichtig                  Sehr wichtig 
          MODIFICATIONDEPT {0}      MODIFICATIONDEPT {1} 
 
 
22. Vor dem Hintergrund der dynamischen Entwicklung von Märkten: Ist Strategie wichtig? --- 
Welche Aussage trifft für Ihr Unternehmen am ehesten zu?  
Nein, aufgrund der unsteten Marktentwicklung kann man sich nicht langfristig an 
einer Strategie orientieren. 
Nein, die ständige Weiterentwicklung einer Strategie in dynamischen Märkten kostet 
zu viele Ressourcen. 
Ja, eine Strategie ist essentiell für die langfristige Orientierung des Unternehmens, 
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23. Wie oft haben sich Ihre Zielvorgaben in den letzten 10 Jahren geändert? 
Quantitative Zielvorgaben, z.B. Absatz- oder Umsatzziele  
          Halbjährlich oder weniger       1 Mal jährlich        1 Mal in 2-3 Jahren       Seltener       Nie 
Strategische Zielvorgaben, z.B.  Markstellung, Werte, Internationalisierung etc.  
        Halbjährlich oder weniger       1 Mal jährlich        1 Mal in 2-3 Jahren       Seltener       Nie 
                       Wir machen keine Zielvorgaben. 
 
24. Was waren die Auslöser für Änderungen Ihrer Zielvorgaben in der Vergangenheit? 
 (Mehrfachantworten möglich) 
Sinkende Marktanteile 
Markteintritt neuer Wettbewerber 
Gestiegene Kundenanforderungen 
Technische Neuerung, neue Produkte 
Komplexere Produkte und Dienstleistungen  
Mangelnde Absatzmöglichkeiten  
   Deutliche Preisrückgänge, z.B. in Teilbereichen unseres Leistungsangebotes 
Neue Märkte, z.B. die Entscheidung zur Internationalisierung oder Vertikalisierung    
Veränderung der Wertschöpfungsketten, Arbeitsteilung 
Kürzere Produktions- und Prozessinnovationszyklen 
Politische Rahmenbedingungen  
Wir haben unsere Zielvorgaben nie geändert. 
Andere:_______________________________________________________________  
 
25. Auf einer Skala von 1 bis 5 (wobei 1: Äußert instabil und 5: Äußerst stabil ist)  - würden Sie 
sagen, dass Ihre Unternehmensstrategie in den letzten 10 Jahren eher instabil oder stabil 
war?  
1  2  3  4  5 
Äußerst instabil                          Äußerst stabil 
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26. Ist Ihr Unternehmen international aktiv? Wenn ja, seit wann? (Mehrfachantworten möglich) 
Ja, wir exportieren ins Ausland, und zwar seit:____________ 
Ja, über Lizensierung, und zwar seit: ______________ 
Ja, über Joint Venture, und zwar seit: ____________ 
Ja, über ein eigenes Tochterunternehmen, und zwar seit:______________ 
Nein, aber ich beabsichtige es in absehbarer Zeit. 

























Haben Sie Interesse an den Ergebnissen des Forschungsprojektes?  
Ja  Nein  
 






* Die von Ihnen angegebenen persönlichen Daten werden direkt nach Erhalt 
vom Fragebogen getrennt, um die Anonymität der Antworten zu 
gewährleisten. Alle Daten werden streng vertraulich behandelt und dienen 
ausschließlich Forschungszwecken. 
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Annex 3: Questionnaire with coding (English translation) 
Questionnaire 
Research Project                                         
Dear Sir/Madam,  
Thank you for taking 10 minutes of your time to fill in the enclosed questionnaire. The survey is 
anonymous. All given information will be treated strictly confidential. Data about your enterprise will 
not be published and is used for research purposes only. If you are interested in the research results, 
you can specify this at the end of the questionnaire.  
 
1. Who in your company is primarily responsible for the enterprise strategy? Who sets strategic 
objectives of the enterprise? 
 
One person       SOURCERESP {1} 
  
Various people       SOURCERESP {0}  
 
2. With regard to question 1: is this/are this…?   (multiple answers possible)   
 
the executive manager(s)  the enterprise owner(s) 
     
the enterprise founder(s)  the associate(s)   
  
Others:________________________________________________________________
   
3. Since when are they in charge of this function? 
 
< 1 year  1-3 years  4-10 years           >10 years
 SOURCEDURU {0}  SOURCEDURU {0}  SOURCEDURU {1}      SOURCEDURU {1}
  
Since founding, in_________________ SOURCEDURU {1} 
   
 
4. How often during the last 10 years has the responsibility for the enterprise strategy changed? 
 
Never   1-2    More than twice 
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5. What did you do professionally before you started working in a leading position in your 
enterprise? 
 
I worked in the same enterprise in another position.     
     EXPERIENCEINDU{1} EXPERIENCEMANA{0} 
I worked in the same industry in a leading position.                    
     EXPERIENCEINDU{1} EXPERIENCEMANA{1} 
I worked in a different industry in a leading position.       
     EXPERIENCEINDU{0} EXPERIENCEMANA{1} 
I worked in a different company of the same industry but not in a leading position.
     EXPERIENCEINDU{1} EXPERIENCEMANA{0} 
I worked in a different industry and not in a leading position.  
      EXPERIENCEINDU{0} EXPERIENCEMANA{0} 
 None of all    EXPERIENCEINDU{0} EXPERIENCEMANA{0}
    
   
 
6. Enterprise growth: What is your opinion? 
 
Growth is an important part of our company.   INTENTION {1}                
 
Growth is no primary target for our company. It puts unnecessary pressure on the 
enterprise. 
        INTENTION {0}  
We do not make clear statement about growth because the market is too fickle.  
        INTENTION {0} 
We do not want to grow further.      INTENTION {0}  
  
  
     
7. Has your attitude on enterprise growth changed during the last 10 years?  
 
Yes, growth plays an even bigger role for the enterprise strategy.   
         
Yes, but growth has lost importance for us.   
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8. How do you define your enterprise objectives first and foremost? Please choose one answer 
only. 
I define clear, measurable objectives, which I can achieve in a given timeframe (e.g. 
revenue, sales, growth).         DEFINITIONCLAR {1} 
Enterprise objectives need to stay flexible. Measureable objectives serve only as an 
orientation for me.         DEFINITIONCLAR {0}  
Qualitative objectives like values, quality, performance, market leadership are more 
important than measureable objectives.       DEFINITIONCLAR {1}  
We do not formulate our enterprise objectives explicitly    DEFINITIONCLAR {0} 
None of all            DEFINITIONCLAR {0} 
 




   
 
10. From your point of view: How ambitious are your enterprise objectives? (on a scale from 1: 
not ambitious to 5: ambitious) 
1       2  3        4  5 
Not ambitious                Ambitious 
DEFINITIONAMBI {0}  DEFINITIONAMBI {1} 
 
11. For which period do you set your enterprise objectives?  
          For 1 year or less       For 2 to 3 years    For 4 to 9 year           For 10 years or more
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12. Which elements do you take into account for the determination of your enterprise objectives? 
(multiple answers possible) 
 
--- For the determination of enterprise objectives I take into account … 
annual balance.      DEFINITIONFUTU {0}       
current sales figures.     DEFINITIONFUTU {0}       
newly developed products or services.     DEFINITIONFUTU {1}   
future market trends.           DEFINITIONFUTU {1}    
the input of employees.            LEARNINGRECI {1} 
the input of suppliers.          LEARNINGINPU {1} 
the input of customers.     LEARNINGINPU {1} 
the business activity of competitors.                                    LEARNINGINPU {1}  
None of all 
Others:________________________________________________________________ 
 
13. How do you go forward for assessing future market developments?  
(multiple answers possible) 
Informal discussions in the enterprise               DEFINITIONFUTU {1}   MONITORINGINST {0} 
Regular workshops for discussion and analysis of future trends           
                         DEFINITIONFUTU {1}   IMPLEMENTATION {1}  MONITORINGINST {1}            
Regular external consulting for market and technology development          
             DEFINITIONFUTU {1}  IMPLEMENTATION {1}  MONITORINGINST {1}  
Specific market analyses in the enterprise     
             DEFINITIONFUTU {1} IMPLEMENTATION {1}  MONITORINGINST {1} 
We have not method for assessing future market developments.  
                          DEFINITIONFUTU {0}  MONITORINGINST {0} 
None of all                  DEFINITIONFUTU {0}  MONITORINGINST {0} 
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14. With the help of which methods do you implement your enterprise strategy or enterprise 
objectives respectively? (multiple answers possible) 
 
--- For the implementation of the strategy and the achievement of objectives I use… 
 
a business plan.              IMPLEMENTATION {0} 
previously clearly defined processes for organizational cycles in the enterprise. 
               IMPLEMENTATION {0} 
a regular revision of pre-assigned strategic milestones by the management of the 
company.               IMPLEMENTATION {0}   MONITORINGINST {1} 
controlling of internal processes.           IMPLEMENTATION {0}   MONITORINGINST {1} 
no strict planning, but rather a systematic and continuous enhancement. 
                    IMPLEMENTATION {1}    




15. Do you communicate your enterprise objectives to your employees?  
(multiple answers possible) 
 
Yes, with internal newsletters/Intranet    ALIGNMENTINST  {1} 
 
Yes, in joint meetings, e.g. information meetings    
        ALIGNMENTINST  {1} 
Yes, in personal talks      ALIGNMENTINST  {0}
  
 
Yes, via Unit Heads      ALIGNMENTINST  {0} 
 
No        ALIGNMENTINST  {0} 
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16. Do you communicate your mission statement to your customers or external partners 
/distributors? Please give answers in the corresponding column.  






Yes, with advertisement (classic ads, newsletter, 
customer events etc.)  
  
Yes, on our website 
 
  
Yes, via sales personnel or key account contacts   
 
Yes, at the institutional level, e.g. via association, 
research organization etc.  
  
 
Yes, in joint projects 
 
  








17. Do you incorporate employee knowledge into the strategy development of your company?  
(multiple answers possible) 
 
Yes, with regular exchange , e.g. in workshops for debriefing of ongoing projects 
           LEARNINGRECI {1}   LEARNINGINST {1} 
Yes, via intranet, feedback systems etc.        LEARNINGRECI {1}   LEARNINGINST {1} 
 
Yes, in personal talks with department heads  
           LEARNINGRECI {1}   LEARNINGINST {0} 
Yes, in personal talks with executive management   
     LEARNINGRECI {1}   LEARNINGINST {0} 
No, we have no structured knowledge exchange in our enterprise.   
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18. How intensively do you monitor your market? (multiple answers possible) 
We monitor our market continuously.     MONITORINGFREQ {1} 
We monitor our market in regular intervals.    MONITORINGFREQ {1} 
We monitor our market sporadically.     MONITORINGFREQ {0} 
Our market monitoring is rather intuitive and based on our long lasting experience.                                             
                                                  MONITORINGFREQ {0}  MONITORING INST {0}            
We do not monitor our market at all.  [continue with question 22]                                             
         MONITORINGFREQ {0}  MONITORING INST {0} 




19. Besides your own industry do you monitor also other industrial sectors which are relevant for 
your business? 
Yes, namely industries that are not directly linked to our business.    
        MONITORING RANG {1} 
No, we concentrate on our own industry only.   MONITORING RANG {0} 
 
 
20. How often do you review your enterprise strategy? Which statement applies for your 
enterprise foremost?  
Regularly: We review our strategy regularly and revise it if necessary.      
                   MODIFICATIONFREQ {1} 
Unregularly: Strategic revision is only necessary when external or internal 
developments require it.                 MODIFICATIONFREQ {0} 
Seldom to never: Strategic revisions needs to be done as seldom as possible. I hold on 
to strategic objectives of my company and change them only in extreme cases.  
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21. When you realize that changes in your enterprise strategy are necessary: Which measures are 
most important for you? (On a scale from 1: Not at all important to 5: Very important) 
 
Die adjustment of my business plans or preassigned milestones. 
1       2  3        4  5 
Not at all important                        Very important 
  
        MODIFICATIONDEPT {1}        MODIFICATIONDEPT {0} 
The instruction of department heads about the changed strategy. 
1        2  3         4  5  
Not at all important                   Very important 
    MODIFICATIONDEPT {1}         MODIFICATIONDEPT {0}  
The analysis of potential scenarios how changes might affect my enterprise. 
1        2  3         4  5 
Not at all important                              Very important
    MODIFICATIONDEPT {0}         MODIFICATIONDEPT {1}  
The involvement of all employees in the implementation of the new strategy. 
1        2  3         4  5 
             Not at all important                                  Very important
    MODIFICATIONDEPT {0}                 MODIFICATIONDEPT {1} 
 
 
22. Against the background of the dynamic market development: Is strategy important? -- Which 
statement applies for your enterprise foremost?  
 
No, because of the fickle market development one cannot orient around a long-term 
strategy. 
 
No, the constant enhancement of the strategy in dynamic markets costs too many 
resources. 
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23. How often have you changed your objectives during the last 10 years? 
Quantitative objectives, e.g. revenue or sales  
             Biannually or less         Once a year        Once in 2-3 years         Less often          Never 
Strategic objectives, e.g. market position, values, internationalization etc.  
Biannually or less         Once a year        Once in 2-3 years         Less often          Never                              
We do not make any objective-setting. 
 
24. What were the triggers for changes of your objectives in the past? 
 (multiple answers possible) 
Decreasing market shares 
Market entry of new competitors  
Increases customer demands 
Technological innovation, new products 
More complex products and services  
Lacking sales opportunities 
   Severe price decrease, e.g. in parts of our service type 
New markets, e.g. the decision for interationalization or verticalization  
Change of value added chain, division of work 
Shorter production or process innovation cycles  
Political framework requirements  
We have never changed our objectives. 
Others:________________________________________________________________ 
 
25. On a scale from 1 to 5 (whereas 1: Very unstable and 5: Very stable) - would you say that your 
enterprise strategy was rather stable or unstable during the last 10 years?  
1  2  3  4  5 
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26. Is your company internationally active? If yes, since when? (multiple answers possible) 
Yes, we export abroad, since:____________ 
Yes, with licensing, since: ______________ 
Yes, with joint venture, since: ____________ 
Yes, with an own subsidiary, since:_____________ 
No, but I intent to in the foreseeable future. 























Are you interested in the results of the research project?  
Yes  No  
 






* Your submitted personal data will be separated from the questionnaire 
immediately after receipt in order to guarantee the anonymity of your answers. 
All information will be treated strictly confidential and are used for research 
purposes only. 
 
Thank you for your participation!
Annex          liv 
case ID performance stability sourcedura sourceresp intention experienceindu experiencemana definitionclar definitionambi definitionperp definitionfutu implementation alignmentinst alignmentinte monitoringfreq monitotinginst monitoringrang modificationfreq modificationdept learningreci learninginst learninginpu
e1hgr_s 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0
e2hgr_us 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1
e4HGT_s 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1
e5med_us 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1
e6lwr_us 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0
e7hgr_s 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1
e8lwr_s 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1
e9lwr_us 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1
e10hgr_s 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0
e11med_s 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1
e12LWT_s 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1
e13lwr_s 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1
e14med_s 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
e15med_s 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1
e16hgr_s 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1
e17hgr_us 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
e18lwr_us 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0
e19med_s 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
e20hgr_us 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0
e21lwr_s 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1
e22hgr_s 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1
e23hgr_us 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1
e24ghr_us 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0
e25med_us 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1
e26med_s 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1
e27HGT_s 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
e28lwr_us 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1
e29LWT_us 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1
e30lwr_s 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1
e31HGT_s 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1
e32lwr_us 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1
e33hgr_s 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0
e34HGT_us 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1
e35HGT_s 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0
e36med_s 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1
e37LWT_us 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
e38hgr_us 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0
e39lwr_us 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1
e40lwr_s 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1
e41lwr_us 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0
e42lwr_us 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1
e43lwr_us 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0
e44med_us 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1
e45med_s 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1
e46med_s 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1
e47med_s 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1
e48hgr_s 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0
e49lwr_us 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
e50lwr_us 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0
e51lwr_us 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1
e52lwr_us 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1
e53hgr_s 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1
e54med_s 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1
e55med_s 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1
e56med_s 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0
e57hgr_us 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1
e58med_s 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
e59HGT_s 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1
e61med_us 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
e62hgr_s 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1
e63HGT_us 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0
e64hgr_s 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1
e65med_s 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1
e66LWT_us 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0
e67med_s 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1
e68lwr_s 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1
e69HGT_us 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1
e70med_s 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
e71hgr_us 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1
e72hgr_us 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
e73med_us 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1
e74med_us 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
e75med_s 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1
e76hgr_s 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
Annex 4: Raw data matrix 
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case ID NOTES
e1hgr_s ambiguous on MONITORINGINST, decision for 1 because of Q13, Q17 and Q18 /Ambiguos at MODIFICATIONDEPT, decision for 1, because of q17
e2hgr_us ambiguous on STABILITY, recoding for 0, because of Q11; ambigious on MODIFCATIONDEPT, decision for 1 because of Q17
e4HGT_s
e5med_us ambiguous on STABILITY, recoding for 0, because of Q11 ; ambigiuous on DEFINITION FUTU, decision for 1 because of Q12 and Q14
e6lwr_us
e7hgr_s recoding on DEFINITION AMBI because of Q9
e8lwr_s ambiguous on STABILITY, recoding for 1, because of Q11; recoding on DEFINITION AMBI because of Q9 / recoding LEARNINGINPU because of additional info on Q13 / Ambiguous on MODIFICATION DEPT, 
decision for 1 because of Q15 and Q17
e9lwr_us ambiguous on STABILITY, recoding for 0, because of Q11 ; ambiguous on DEFINITIONFUTU. decision for 1, because of Q9 / ambiguous on ALIGNMENTINST, decision for 1, because of high number of 
overall communication activities
e10hgr_s ambiguous on STABILITY, recoding for 1, because of Q11 
e11med_s
e12LWT_s recoding DEFINITIONCLAR, because of Q9
e13lwr_s ambiguous on DEFINITIONFUTU, decision for 1, because of Q14
e14med_s recoding of Q21 because of overall importance of all aspects




e19med_s ambiguous on DEFINITION FUTU, decision for 0 because of Q8, Q9 and Q11; recodingof ALIGNMENT INST because of overall high number of institutional alignment activities; ambiguous on MONITORING 
INST, decision for 1 because of Q 13 (additional answer); ambiguous on MODIFICATIONDEPT, decision for 1 because of Q17; ambiguous on LEARNING INST, decision for 1 because of Q15
e20hgr_us
e21lwr_s
e22hgr_s ambiguous on LEARNINGINST, decision for 1 because of Q21
e23hgr_us
e24ghr_us ambiguous on STABILITY, recoding for 0, because ofQ11 
e25med_us ambiguous on MODIFICATION DEPT, decision for 1 because of low importance of all options and Q15
e26med_s ambiguous on STABILITY, recoding for 1, because of Q11; ambiguous on LEARNING INST, decision for 1 because of Q15
e27HGT_s ambiguous on LEARNINGINST, decision for 1 because of Q21
e28lwr_us ambiguous on STABILITY, recoding for 0, because of Q11 ; ambiguous on LEARNINGINST because of missing value in Q21; decision for 1 because of Q17, Q15 and Q12
e29LWT_us ambiguous on ALIGNMENTINST because of wrong value; decision for 0 because of overall small number of alignment aetivities / ambiguous on LEARNINGINST, decision for 1 because of Q21
e30lwr_s recoding of DEFINITIONCLAR, because of missing value in Q9 /ambiguous on MODIFICATIONDEPT because of missing values; decision for 1 because of Q17 / ambiguous on LEARNINGINST, decision für 1 
because of high number of overall aetivities
e31HGT_s ambiguous on IMPLEMENTATION, decision for 1, because of small number of 0 values in Q14
e32lwr_us recoding of DEFINITIONCLAR because of Q9; Ambiguous on DEFINITIONAMBI, decision for 0 because of Q9  / ambiguous on LEARNINGINST, decision for 0 because of Q21
e33hgr_s ambiguous on LEARNINGINST; decision for 1, because of Q21




e38hgr_us recoding of DEFINITIONCLARI because of missing values in Q9 / ambiguous on LEARNINGINST, decision for 1 because of Q21
e39lwr_us ambiguous on LEARNINGINST, decision for 0 because of Q21
e40lwr_s
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case ID NOTES
e41lwr_us ambiguous on LEARNINGINST, decision for 1 because of Q21
e42lwr_us
e43lwr_us
e44med_us ambiguous on MODIFICATION DEPT, decision for 0 because of overall low importance of all options; ambigous on LEARNING INST, decision for 0 because of Q21 
e45med_s ambigous on IMPLEMENTATION, deeieion on 1 because of Q14 answer for now striet planning
e46med_s ambiguous on LEARNING INST, decision for 1 because of Q17
e47med_s ambiguous on STABILITY, recoding for 1, because of Q11; ambiguous on MODIFICATION DEPT, decision for 1 because of Q12 and Q17
e48hgr_s
e49lwr_us notice coding in Q15 / ambiguous on ALIGNMENTINST, decision for 1, because of Q21
e50lwr_us recoding of DEFINITIONAMBI because of Q8 and Q9 / ambiguous on DEFINITIONFUTU, decision for 0 because of Q14 / ambiguous on LEARNINGINST, decision for 0 because of Q21
e51lwr_us ambiguous on STABILITY, recoding for 0, because of Q11 ; ambiguous in IMPLEMENTATION, decision for 1 because of Q8 and Q14 
e52lwr_us ambiguous on STABILITY, recoding for 0, because Q11 ; ambigious on MODIFCATIONDEPT, decision for 1 because of Q17
e53hgr_s
e54med_s recoding for MONITORING INST because of Q18 answer intuitive
e55med_s recoding of DEFINITION CLAR because of missing value for Q9; ambigous on MONITORING INST, decision for 0 because of Q18; ambigous on MODIFICATION DEPT, decision for 1 because of Q12 and Q15; 
ambigous on LEARNING INST, decision for 1 because of Q12 and Q15
e56med_s recodingof DEFINITION CLAR because of missing value for Q9; ambitious on LEARNING INST, decision for 0 because of Q12 and Q21
e57hgr_us
e58med_s ambigous on MODIFICATION DEPT, decision for 1 because of Q12 and Q15; ambigous on LEARNING INST, decision for 1 because of Q15 
e59HGT_s ambigious at MODIFICATIONDEPT, decision for 1 because of Q17 / ambiguous on LEARNINGINST, decision for 0 because of Q21
e61med_us recoding of MODIFICATION DEPT because of overall high importance of all options and Q13 and Q17
e62hgr_s ambigious at MODIFICATIONDEPT because od missing values, decision for 1 because of Q17/ ambiguous on LEARNINGINST, decision for 1 because of Q21 / no values for STABSTRATEGY, decision for 0 
because of Q23
e63HGT_us ambiguous at DEFINITIONCLAR because Q9 gives very clear objectives, decision for 1 because of Q9 / ambiguous in IMPLEMENTATION, decision for 1 because of overall frequent changes /highest 
performance / MODIFICATIONDEPT: decision FOR 1 because of Q17 and overall importance of all measures in Q21
e64hgr_s ambiguous at MODIFICATIONDEPT, decision for 1 because of Q17 / ambiguous on LEARNINGINST, decision for 0 because of Q21
e65med_s ambiguous on DEFINITION AMBI, decision for 0 because of Q9; ambigous on ALIGNMENT INST, decision for 0 because of overall low value of alignment acitivities; recoding of MONITORING INST because 
of Q18 and low value on Q13 and 14
e66LWT_us ambiguous on STABILITY, recoding for 0, because of Q4 and Q11; ambiguous on LEARNINGINST, decision for 1 because of Q21
e67med_s ambiguous on DEFINITION FUTU, decision for 1 because of precise, future oriented objeetives in Q9
e68lwr_s ambiguous on DEFINITIONAMBI because of Q10, decision for 0 because of Q9 / coding for 1 on LEARNINGINPU because of additional answer in Q13
e69HGT_us ambiguous on IMPLEMENTATION, decision for 0 because of Q8 / recodingof LEARNINGINST because of Q21
e70med_s ambiguous on LEARNING INST, decision for 1 because of Q12
e71hgr_us ambiguous in IMPLEMENTATION, decision for 1 because of Q8  
e72hgr_us ambiguous on ALIGNMENTINST, decision for 1 because of high number of overall communication activities; ambiguous at MODIFICATIONDEPT, decision for 1 because of Q17 / ambiguous on 
LEARNINGINST, decision for 1 because of Q21
e73med_us ambigous on MIODIFICATION DEPT, decision for 0 because of missing value in Q21d
e74med_us recoding of ALIGNMENT INST, because of additional answers in Q 13
e75med_s recoding of ALIGNMENT INST and ALIGNMENT INTE, because of additional answers in Q 13; ambigous on MODIFICATION DEPT, decision for 1 because of Q12, Q15 and Q17
e76hgr_s recoding of DEFINITIONCLAR because of missing values in Q9; ambiguous on DEFINITIONAMBI, decision for 0 because of Q9
 
Yellow: Unclear on stability, recoded using Q4 in the questionnaire 
